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Let us admit the case of the conservative: if we once 
start thinking no one can guarantee where we shall 
come out, except that many objects, ends and insti- 
tutions are doomed. Every thinker puts some por- 
tion of an apparently stable world in peril and no 
one can wholly predict what will emerge in its place. 

— John Dewey 
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INTRODUCTION TO JOHN DEWEY’S 
PHILOSOPHY 

By Joseph Ratner 

I 

For thqse who believe it is the philosopher’s ta^ to 
juggle the universe on the point of an argument, Dewey is 
a complete disappointment. The world he starts out with 
and also ends with is the common world we all live in and 
experience every day of our lives. To start out with the fa- 
miliar world of common experience is not altogether a 
philosophic novelty. Some philosophers have consciously 
done that before and the others, despite their more exalted 
intentions, have had to do the same thing to some extent; 
for they too are human beings an^ to hoist themselves into 
another world by their mtellecniat bootstraps, they must 
first at least take hold of those common things. But for a 
philosophy which encompasses evety important intellec- 
tual and cultural activity to end, as well as begin, with the 
world of everyday life is altogether novel, an adiievement 
unique in the history of thought. 

There are, of course, arguments in Dewqr’s philosophy. 
It could not be otherwise, for philosophy is just one long 
argument. But- the world Dewey argues about is not a 
world his arguments have created. His arguments rest on, 
refer to and are controlled by eiqperience of the common 
world. Control of philosophic arguromits aboqt the world 
by experience of t^ world is what Dewey ftmdamentallF 
means by empiricism in philosophy, by sdentific or ex- 
perimenttd method. There are argunwnts in science and 

3 
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plenty of them. But the last word in science always rests i 
not with the arguments, but with the facts, with the ob- | 
servations and experiments, with the laboratory experience 
of the scientist, be that laboratory one which he has ar- 
tificially constructed for himself, or be it the laboratory 
into which he has converted the natural world of stones 
and stars. This relationship between arguments and ex- 
perience is so firmly established, so integral a part of 
scientific technique and practice, that it is now taken as a 
matter of course and no scientist, no matter how mathe- 
matical or theoretical he may be, would even dream of 
disputing it. A scientist who refused to submit his argu- 
ments or theory to the test of observation and experiment 
on the ground that theory was higher than practice, or on 
any other ground he could imaginably concoct, would be 
laughed out of scientific court. And the same attitude - 
would be taken toward such an imaginary scientist by 
every philosopher today. 

But there are many philosophers still extant who, with 
regard to their own arguments or theories, disdain to recog- 
nize similar obligation. Certainly, scientific theories must 
submit to the test of practical experience, but philosophic 
theories, ahl they are different! In the realm of philos- 
ophy, theory is superior to practice, theory is completdy 
independent of practice, theory is entirely separated froi^ 
practia, theory has its own infallible ways and of 
establishing its own irrefutable Truth, and practice 
experience have, with respect to these philosophic ways 
and means and this philosophic Truth, no authority what- 
soew. They are immaterial, incompetent and irrelevant 
J<row Dewey’s basic position, his basic argument about 
philosophic method, is that theory in philosophy is no 
more privileged than theory in science. If thewy in sdence 
ihust submit to the test of practice and expedence, thecoy 
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in philosophy must do likewise. Philosophers arc the same 
breed of men as scientists, the brains of both are alike, 
the product of the same earthly evolution. For philos- 
ophers to believe they are endowed with unique powers 
giving them access to special realms of Being and reveal- 
ing to them knowledge of special Truths is a gross piece of 
self-delusion. Philosophers are gifted with no supernal 
powers of insight denied other mortals. There arc no ex- 
. elusive regions of Being or Reality into which a philos- 
opher alone can enter because he carries a philosophic 
passport — made out by himself. The only genuine pass- 
port, the only passport commanding entrance into Being, 
Reality, Nature or whatever else you care to call it, by 
capital letter or small, is the passport that is filled out, 
signed, countersigned, stamped and sealed by public ex- 
perience. And until philosq)hers recognize this, until they 
accept their common humanity with good grace and with- 
out mental reservations, they cannot hope to perform any 
intelligent function and make i^Idsophy a living thing, a 
progr^ive force in our common human life. 

That it should still be necessary to argue for experi- 
mentalism in philosophy is anomalous, as Dewey has 
tirelessly driven home. In science, the practical issue over 
experimentalism was fought in the sixteenth and seven- 
teenth centuries and to the practical victory of e3!perimen- 
talism in science all the marvelous scientific .achievements 
of the past two hundred and fifty years are to be ascribed. 
That this issue should still be of primary debate in philos- 
ophy is as bad a case of cultural lag as one could aver hope 
to come across, especially when one takes into account the 
fact that it has been the boast of philosophy that She in 
by history and by nature the intellectual leader, ihe one 
that is aiways found at the head of the line of 

W^t is the reason for Ihe backwardness of {diilosoph^? 
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Why do philosophers continue to oppose the demand that 
their theories be based on experimental grounds and 
undergo experimental tests? Such opposition smacks of 
antediluvian kicking against the pricks, true enough, but 
it would be silly to think it is due merely to unregenerate 
antediluvianism. Nor can the opposition with any show of 
Justice be chalked up as a result of obtuseness, natural or 
acquired, or as 'the result of ignorance of scientific history. 
The reasons, as Dewey has shown with voluminous clar- 
ity, are not ascribable to any personal shortcomings of 
philosophers as a class, but lie embedded in the heart of 
our culture, in the traditional forces operative in the social, 
political, religious, educational, philosophic and even sci- 
entific spheres. 

Modern culture stems from heterogeneous roots. It is 
more a cultural compendium than a cultural complex. 
There is everywhere a medley of forces at work and the 
scene, wherever one looks, is full of strife. In some very 
few and very restricted areas, there has already been 
achieved some measuife of outer harmony and integration, 
but it is outer, superficial and not thorough. The conflict 
between modern methods, understanding and ideals, and 
traditional attitudes, beliefs and objectives where it has 
disappeared from the surface has disappeared only ^ 
persist below. The least probing discloses intensified dis- 
cord and widened division. And this is true whether one 
considers together and in relation two or more areas of 
modern culture or considers each area separately and 
alone. The spectacular conflicts rage across the open 
fields, while confusions smoulder and agitate under- 
ground. The backwardness of philosophy is an expres- 
sion and reflection of the widespread and varying cultural 
lags. It is both a symptom and a S3niibol of the outer 
di^cs and inner confusions, of the essentially discordant, 



INTRODUCTION 1 

unintegrated character of modem culture. Philosophy, 
aspiring to a secret vision of eternal existence, has fallen 
heir to the social ills of mortal experience. 

The general state of modem culture explains the situ- 
ation in philosophy but, for Dewey, explanation is not 
excuse. Explanation of any trouble is, for him, the start- 
ing point for intelligent and thorough re-examination; 
it defines the problem to be faced and the task to be done. 
Philosophy is omnipotent and philosophers exercise ab- 
solute sway only in their Platonic dreams — dreams that 
have never beguiled Dewey. However, it cannot be sig- 
nificantly denied by any one that philosophy has had and 
still has some social power and whatever the measure of 
that power may be, that is also, for Dewey, the measure 
of philosophy’s social responsibility for the future of 
human culture as well as for the present and past. To 
what precise extent philosophy has helped bring about the 
existing divisions, the multifarious splits in modem cul- 
tural life is a question that pever be accuratdy an- 
swered. It will also forever be impossible to estimate to 
what precise extent the discords and confusions have been 
perpetuated by the theoretical sanctions they haye re- 
ceived from the great systems of modem philosophy. But 
quantitatively exact answers to these questions are not at 
all necessary for reaching the sound ccmclusion that phil- 
osophy is in fact and in honor bound to shoulder some of 
the blame in both instances. Answers of quantitative ex- 
actitude are even less necessary, if that is possible, for 
reaching an intelligent judgment as to what should be 
the function and purpose of philosq)fay in the present 
juncture in our social life. 

In so far as philosophy has wielded social influence it 
is responsible for the existing state of affairs; and in so 
fur as it does and will continue to widd such influence its 
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real task in the present cultural epoch is mapped out by 
the indisputable nature of the epoch itself. It is not to 
help perpetuate and justify the existing state and dis- 
order of things, but, to the reach of its ability, to help 
find a way into a better order, an order in which there 
will be social unity of mind as a consequence of achieving 
civilized integration of intelligent life. This is, for Dewey, 
the supremely important task confronting philosophy, its 
all-comprehensive task, the only one that genuinely brings 
philosophy into commerce with the universal. If it can be 
justly said of philosophy that it is uniquely equipped to 
undertake any task, then it is this one. And yet this is 
just the task modern philosophy has either approached ob- 
liquely or else outrightly shirked on the pretext that 
philosophy had more vital concerns, more universal ob- 
jectives to attain, that its elected destiny was to circum- 
navigate the great ocean of Being. 

Philosophic pretensions to superhuman universality in- 
evitably generate theories that degrade human life and 
experience to subhuman estate. While pretending juris- 
diction over all time and existence, such theories actually 
function to support and justify the practices of intoler- 
ance and the barbarities of fanaticism. To rid philosophy 
of pretentiousness — the prolific mother of evil — is the allr 
controlling, all-permeating purpose of Dewey’s lifeworlf 
By the example of his own work, a work eloquent with the 
fire of his conviction that philosophy has a real and use- 
ful, a vitalizing and humanizing function to perform, mod- 
est though it may be, Dewey has, for close on half a cen- 
tury, continued to call upon his fellow philosophers to 
have done with their building of sandpUes on the shores 
of human life and to come inland and help build habita- 
tions fit. for men. 
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Properly to understand Dewey^s conception of the re- 
lation between philosophy and culture, it is essential to 
keep focused in mind that Dewey conceives philosophy 
to be one part of culture, interacting with all other parts 
with varying degrees of sensitivity and effectiveness. Put 
strictly, Dewey always thinks of philosophy in culture, 
not of philosophy and culture. That he does not always 
write as he thinks, on this matter as on others, is not 
something for which he is solely to blame. Dewey, after 
all, did not inherit his own mature philosophy, nor was he 
taught it in school, college or university. His mind, like 
the mind of everyone, was first informed with the issues, 
ideas and language produced before his time. And, like 
every original thinker, it was only by working with the 
material he acquired that he was able to work through it. 
That there should be signs and evidences in his writings 
of the uphill intellectual road he has travelled is a nat- 
ural consequence, and somethiSIf ^ery intelligent person 
not only does find but expects to find in the work of 
every creative thinker, no matter of what period or place. 
Faultless lucidity and articulation in writing, like faultless 
execution in painting, are possible only for those who are 
superficial in treating their subjects, 6r superficial in ac- 
cepting what is current, or superficial in both. 

Because philosophy is in culture, one part interacting 
with other parts, it is basically to falsify matters to inteiv 
pret philosophy’s cultural role as being either all cause or 
all effect. In any interacting system there is inevitable 
a cross-weaving or intersection of cause and effect. In fact, 
such cross-weaving or intersection is precisely what inter- 
action means. 

Only by doing intellectual violence to the actual con- 
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dttion and state of affairs can philosophy be tom out of 
its cultural environment and be set up as something iso- 
lated and apart. The violence of this act is not mitigated 
but compounded when it is made for and followed up by 
bringing philosophy into relation again with the remainder 
of culture in a way that makes philosophy exclusively 
either the cause or the effect of that remainder. The net 
amount of logical falsity and empirical distortion stands 
unaltered whether the act of violence and its sequel are 
done in the name of a theological, idealistic, material- 
istic or dialectic theory or any combination and permuta- 
tion of these. 

Of course it would also be false to assert that philosophy 
has maintained equally effective interactive relations with 
all the cultural forces constituting its environment, that 
its interactive integration with its environment has been 
complete and perfect. The actual history of philosophy- 
like the actual history of all affairs human and divine — 
is a mixed record of failures and successes. 

In so far as modern philosophy has been in interactive 
relations with the social, political, economic and scientific 
forces and movements, it has developed in fruitful and 
distinctive ways so that modern philosophy is actually 
and recognizably different from the philosophy of Siityg 
other epoch in human history. And by virtue of the same 
interactive relations, and in the measure that they have 
been effectively sustained, modern philosophy has un- 
doubtedly contributed to the distinctive and fruitful de- 
velopment of other members in the cultural system. But 
none of the areas of modern culture has been in full in- 
teraction vdth any other area, let alone with all the others. 
This IS true, with especial emphasis, of philosophy. In 
consequence, it has also been stagnant and uniform, rep- 
etitious of its modern self and its pre-modem history. 
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To be sure, modern philosof^y has successfully escaped 
being outwardly marked by stagnation, uniformity and 
repetition. It presents a xontinually changing face and 
seems to be always going in at least ascending and widen- 
ing spirals. This pleasing, even flattering outer appearance 
is, however, mostly deceptive, for it is maintained by the 
momentum derived from modem philosophy’s few genu- 
ine interactive relations and which could not be entirely 
wiped out.* Inwardly, and for the most part, modern 
philosophy has been going in narrowing and flattening 
circles. 


Ill 

It can be argued — as many have actually argued— that 
since there is internal division in every area of modern 
culture and loosejointedness and conflict between all, mod- 
ern philosophy, by exhibiting like features, shows it is 
really in the modem step and that it would be badly out 
of step if it exhibited contrary f^^res. There is virtue in 
this argument, but it is the virtue of its content of fact, 
not of argument. True enough, only a fanciful philosophy 
can be fully integrated in a culture which is mostly other- 
wise. Those modern systems wherein all things are neatly 
disposed of and settled down in permanent wedlock, as in 
Hegel, or in a dual state of permanent marriage and ir- 
remediable divorce, as in Kant, are intellectual fantasias 

♦In a pioneering essay, “The Significance pf the Problem of 
Knowledge/* Dewey traced in illnminating outline the interactive 
relations between, on the one hand, the leading social, economic, 
political and scientific movements of modern times, and on the 
other, the development of the two dominant issues in modern phfl- 
osophy—the sensationalist-empiricist and the rationalist. This es- 
say, reprinted in The Influence of Darwin on Philosophy (igio) 
was first published in 1S97 and so antedates by some years the 
aodo-economico-politico-ciilturo-historica! wave of interpretatiim 
which tas recently swept over many current writers and swept 
itway sp many more. 


m 
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mther than philosophies. In the one case as in the other 
they do not fulfill but betray the cause of intelligence 
which is the supreme cause of philosophy — ^the cause 
philosophy cannot forsake withoht losing her mind and 
floul. This is the virtue of fact in the argument. 

But the argument, if it is an argument at all, implies 
more than the facts. All arguments worthy of the name 
carry the mind forward by presenting possibilities that 
lead to the discovery and help in the making of further 
fact. Thus understood, how stands it with the argument 
in question? What possibilities does it present? What con- 
ception of philosophy does it imply or assume? How does 
it see and define the function of philosophy in the chang- 
ing course of cultural history and development? The an- 
swers to these questions are not difficult to find. Clearly, 
the argument fundamentally implies or assumes that 
philosophy is inherently merely an effect produced by the 
remainder of the cultural forces which are alone really 
operative as cause. And in necessary line with this basic 
principle or assumption, the only possibility it presents is 
that philosophy must forever continue in this ineSectual 
role. This point of view was advanced by the Hegelian 
argument, though it runs counter to Hegel’s cardinal 
tenet that Mind is the one and absolute cause and phi^ 
losophy (in fact, his own philosophy) is the highest 
realization of Mind in the empirical world. The Marxian 
argument advances the same doctrine and also with the 
self-same contradictoriness, though its contradiction runs 
in the opposite direction. It is consistent ^th the ground- 
plan of the materialist interpretation of past cultural 
history and inconsistent with the revolutionary program 
for realizing future cultural history. This is but one in- 
stance of the net identity in logical falsity of idealist and 
materialist theories pointed to before. 
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Determinism is a magical word and, when su|^le- 
mented by the adjective ‘‘rigid,” its magical effectiveness 
is beyond all hindrance and recall. In thd' mouth of 
Idealism, rigid determinism — called by the more pleasant 
sounding names Destiny, Divine Will, etc. — instantane- 
ously converts the confused and conglomerate histoty of 
man into the inevitable unrolling of the perlucid Divine 
Idea; in the mouth of Materialism it performs a no less 
magical act of conversion, but instead of the unrolling 
being the fulfillment of an all-necessitating Idea, design'** 
edly leading us by the nose, the unrolling becomes the 
fulfillment of an all-necessitating congress of material 
forces pushing us blindly from behind. If choice were 
absolutely restricted to either one or the other of these 
two the latter is, beyond doubt, on human and practical 
not cosmic and theoretical grounds preferable.’*' For it 
keeps us unremittingly conscious of the fact that we have 
behinds, something those who are led by the nose will 
only rarely and hesitantly admjaSt ^However, and fortu- 
nately, our choice is not restricted to the dther-or of 
these two. Actually, as is empirically verified and verifi- 
able, our anatomy faces both ways and there is nothing 
inherent in the nature of the mind, no constitutional, in- 
eradicable defect which forever prevents it from display- 
ing a like virtuosity. 

On the contrary! To look before and after and think 
of what is not but may become through our efforts con- 
trolled and directed by what we see before and after is 
the essence of mind and what it naturally does when 
not blocked in the exercise of its function. This, too, is 
the essence and function of philosophy as a phase of cul- 
tural mind or intelligence* 

* As cosmic doctrines, there are no intdligibk, let alone Sntdllgfmt 
reasons lor preferring one over ike other, pi this respect they gre 
more than alike: they are identical. 
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The development of philosophy can be aided or hin* 
dered by the cultural forces with which it contemporane* 
ously interacts. About this there can be no sensible ques- 
tion. But the aid or hindrance is in every such case partial, 
not total. God helps those who help themselves because 
nothing exists which cannot in some way help itself. And 
what is capable of self-help is capable also of self-hin- 
drance. The blockage philosophy may suffer or the free- 
dom it may derive from the operation upon it of other 
forces is never an automatic ei^ect of a one-way operating 
cause or series of causes; it is alwa3rs the consequence of 
interaction. The order and connection of ideas in phi- 
losophy are not the same as the order and connection of 
events in society. If there were this one-to-one correspond- 
ence or parallelism, philosophy would always be exactly 
abreast of its times. It could never possibly fall behind or 
get ahead. Actually, however, as history empirically veri- 
fies, philosophy has done both. Therefore, whenever 
philosophy is frustrated or liberated, the causes for that 
must also be partly ingredient in philosophy itself, in its 
own complement of ideas, in its history and development 
up to the time under examination. For philosophy does 
not merely interact with contemporaneous social forces 
and events; more than any other human intellectual eng 
terprise it interacts with its own past. In this case, *^in- 
teract” is too generous a word because, as' is the great 
burden of one of Dewey^s ailments, philosophy rather 
carries its own past along with it too often and too much 
as a dead and deadening weight. However this may be, 
(it is an issue to be discussed later) , certain it is that the 
historical development of philosophy contributes to the 
determiaati(m of philosophy's sdectivity and sensitivity 
of ri^ponse in interactive relations. And its selectivity and 
sensitivity, as of any one time, contribute to the detm^- 
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mination of the influences it undergoes, how it accepts 
them or rejects them, to what extent in each case and 
what frustrating or liberating end. 

Hence the philosophic reason for and import of Dewey’s 
constant excursions into historical analysis and evalua- 
tion. In his recent writings, analysis and criticism of 
classic Greek theories of nature, knowledge and mind 
figure ever more prominently. Forty and thirty years ago 
the Hegelian and Kantian philosophies and their deriva- 
tives were the main objects of his critical attention; 
thirty and twenty years ago, it was the then contemporary 
realisms of all varieties, American and English. But with 
Experience and Nature (1925), a great, though not un- 
heralded, change took place: the foregoing receded into 
the background while into the focus of critical examination 
were placed the philosophies of Plato and Aristotle; and 
this interchange of position between modem and ancient 
philosophies has become more and not less marked with 
each succeeding volume. ^ 

The reasons for these two major changes in critical 
orientation are different. The earlier one occurred because 
of a change in the philosophic scene. For a number of 
causes, not the least of which was Dewey’s own work, the 
Idealisms, in the first decade of this century, were fast 
disappearing from effective life and continued examination 
of them would have been socially as well as philosophi- 
cally useless. The philosophies then in need of critical at- 
tention were the flock of Realisms, ioc with all the lusti- 
ness of the newly bom they were disputing with experi- 
mentalism its claim to win the rising generation of phil- 
osophers. 

The later diange <1925) occurred lor a far Memi 
reason. It was the result of a deepened insight on Dewey’s 
part into the nature and sources of the basic ideas con* 
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trolling the major movements of modem, and the newest 
movements of contemporary, philosophy. Dewey then saw 
that as long as these causative ideas continued to work in 
the bowels of the western mind, there would be no end to\ 
the forthcoming of new editions of the old unexamined \ 
assumptions. To struggle with each fresh variation on 
the ancient theme was an endless and hopeless task. It 
was like trying to conquer Antaeus by bouncing him on 
the ground.* 

The validity of any thesis about the past must be 
established, in the first instance, by demonstrating its 
explanatory force for that past. And there is only one way 
of doing this when that past is the history of ideas, 
namely, by logical analysis and theoretical appraisal. 
This necessity weighs witli equal force upon all philcK 
sophical investigators, be they experimentalists or not. 
But what distinguishes experimentalists from all others 
is their recognition that this is only in the first instance. 
If the analysis and appraisal are sound they must, in the 
second instance, be capable of experimental verification 
in the present and to be accepted must successfully pass 
this test. 


For the past is not blocked off from the present by an 
impassable abyss; if it were, the abyss would also be^m^ 
passable for us since, as abysses go in the empirical worid, 
they cut off both sides and we would never be able to get 
over to the past to investigate it by any means, theoretical 
or otherwise. In fact, we would never know there was a 
past, and talk about being influenced by it would be im- 
possible even as sheer hallucination. In some transcen- 
dental philosophies and also in some philosophies which 
claim to be realistic, for reasons only known to their au- 


presents the philosophy of Dewev and not 
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thors, abysses, to be sure, do not operate in this pedes- 
trian, empirical way. They cut off only one side, wiping 
out all routeS|from the past to the present while leaving 
always intact at least one route from the present to the 
past— a route through the transcendental air. Needless to 
say, Dewey has no such inspired conception of things, 
real or possible. No one has ever defended the cause of 
possibilities more vigorously and consistently than he. 
He has championed possibilities in season and out, along 
with others and alone. But to win his support they must 
be possibilities that can actually be realized. And this 
goes for abysses too. The fact that the only kind that can 
be introduced into Nature and experience are abysses 
that, in the very act of introducing them, must also be 
rendered congenitally incapable of operating with equal 
effectiveness on both sides of their job, is conclusive evid- 
ence for Dewey— and should be for any one — that the 
enterprise envisions not a real possibility but a chimera. 
Real possibilities are limited l^^ fhe continuities in 
experience and Nature. 

The validity of Dewey’s thesis that in the elements of 
Greek thought carried along in the modern mind are to'be 
found the generating causes both of the problems that 
have clogged and stultified modern philosophic intelli- 
gence and of the solutions which have repeatedly been 
proposed, often in sheer intellectual desperation— this 
thesis is experimentally proved to the hilt by the current 
revival of Idealism.’*' And further experimental verifica- 
tion, if ^uch be needed, is supplied by the latest exhuma- 
tion of medievalism. 

* This revival, initiated chiefly by sdentists-^Eddington, Jeans, 
and others—began a few years after Dewey's first complete state- 
ment of his thesis in Exp^ence and Nature (1935). Dewey’s com- 
plete devdopment of his thesis is in The Qmt for CerNtkdy 
(1929), which at one point ipedfically takes up lor reply 
work of Elildington. 
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The theory of knowledge is pivotal in modern philoso- ' 
phy. All other issues have revolved around it and all prob- 
lems peculiarly modem have been generated by it. It 
began, in Locke, as the universal solvent; it became, in 
Hume, the universal corrosive; and in Kantian and post- 
Kantian philosophies it ended up as the source of univer- 
sal confusion. Judged by empirical standards of perform- 
ance, there is nothing in the record of the theory of knowl- 
edge, or epistemology, to justify keeping it in its position 
of hegemony. On the contrary. Everything in its record 
necessitates, let alone justifies, that it be removed from 
its position if not, indeed, thrown out entirely. 

The whole modern epistemological industry is princi- 
pally supported and kept going by one fundamental 
assumption concerning the nature of mind and what it 
does when it knows. To be sure there are almost as many 
different kinds of elaborations and refined involvements 
of theory as there are philosophers, but when these sec- 
ondary and tertiary outgrowths are cut away, what is left, 
as Dewey has shown, is an unmistakable identity. And 
this identity in concepticm of mind and its mode of opera- 
tion has, in all essentials, been carried over without critical 
examination and often 'without even knowing it, fi^n 
Gredc speculation. 

The Greek conception of mind and its mode of know- 
ing, Dewey has aptly and accurately called ‘‘the spectator 
theory.’’ The physical eye, according to the Greeks, is a 
positive source of emission of light and hence there ines- 
capably takes place some sort of interaction between the 
eye seeing and the thing seen. Both being parts of the 
physical world which is in constant {process of change, 
both Me also necessarily involved in producing chrnige. Al- 
though by a familiar figure, as familiar to Plato and Arisr 
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totle as to us, we speak of the mind “sedng” and even of 
the “mind’s eye,” the mind is, for them, distinguished 
from the eye in this basic and all-important respect; it 
does not, in knowing, interact with the object known. 
Plato and Aristotle, it is true, did not hold that the mind 
is like a slate which passively accepts what is written on 
it and has no activity at all. The mind, to know, has to 
act„has to envisage its object, to grasp it. But — and this 
“but” is crucial — the mind’s activity is a “pure activity,” 
that is, one which does not produce any change whatever 
in the object it acts upon. It is an actionless acti<m— 
like the action of a spectator on the benches following the 
scene being played on the stage above or below. 

The Greek philosophers did not arrive at their specta- 
tor theory by looking into the mind and thus finding out 
hot? it works. The method of introspection has been trM 
in the modem world for hundreds of years and with what 
uncertain, imiversally unestablishable results every one 
knows. The ancients made very little pretense of examin- 
ing the mind by itself, whether by introspection or any 
other method. What they wanted were results absolute 
and certain and there was only one way, they knew, of 
getting them, namely, by logical reasoning, ratiocination, 
theoretical argument. They were all the more inclined, in 
this case, to find the answers to their questicms by a proc- 
ess of inferential reasoning because the mind and know- 
ing were for tiiem of secoidary, not primary, philoso{diic 
mterest and concern. Ihey came upon diem in dudr 
search for something else. 

The main objective controlling all Greek inquiry, scien- 
tific as wdl as philosophic, was what Dewey has again 
iUuminatingly and accuratdy called “the quest for ohf- 
<tainty.” All human beings are hrqilicated in the hazards 
and unoertaiaties of exbitaice. And sdl hustum bdngs havto 
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been at least sufficiently practical, sufficiently motivatedj 
by mundane desire to want to eliminate hazard and un-l 
certainty from life and to enjoy a state that is safe and 
sure. Since this objective can never be attained with abso- 
lute perfection in this world, the royal road that has time 
and again been sought by all peoples is the road of imag- 
ining another world wherein none of the hardships and 
at least all of the delights of this world are to be f^und 
and perpetually to be enjoyed. In these all-human 
respects, the Greeks were, of course, the same as others. 
What distinguishes them from all their forerunners and 
contemporaries is the epochal, world-revolutionary dis- 
covery made by their mathematicians and philosophers. 
Rivaling the poets and prophets (whom we now insignifi- 
cantly call mythologists) the Greek mathematicians and 
philosophers discovered a new royal road to the heart’s 
fondest and deepest desire — to the realm of eternal and 
immutable Being, replete with all that is good, true and 
beautiful and providentially devoid of everything else. 

Now it takes no great wit to see that when the mind 
knows the eternal and immutable, it does not change what 
it knows in the act of knowing it. And it requires no 
greater wit to see that the eternal and immutable must 
have existed before the mind gained knowledge of it yd 
that the mind, in knowing it, has no hand whatsoever' in 
creating its Being. Take, then, as starting point, that 
Being, eternal and immutable, is the object of knowledge 
and by a line of inference as easy and compelling as> the 
line demonstrating that the angles of an equilateral tri- 
angle are equal, you reach the Greek conclusion concern- 
ing the nature of the mind and its mode of knowing. To 
some, perhaps, this line of inference may seem far too 
simple, at any rate for philosophers to have really 
It. But Greek philosophers, unlike too many modems^ 
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made a virtue of simplicity. They were quite thoroughly 
en rapport and in sympathy .with their culture, and sim- 
plicity very profoundly characterizes it throughout— in 
sculpture and morals, architecture and politics, literature 
and religion, music and mathematics. 

In fact, Greek philosophers were simple enough in 
their reasoning to be consistent along the main line. The 
natural world in which we live and act is a world of 
change, and from this position they never backed down. 
Knowledge of what constantly changes— the distinguish- 
ing trait of Becoming— can, obviously, never be eternal, 
absolute and certain; and from this position too they 
never backed down. Therefore knowledge of Becoming, 
of the world which practical action deals with, is not really 
knowledge but a bastard species of it which they called 
opinion. Real knowledge is of Being and only of Being. 
The realm of Being is eternal and unchanging and hence 
presents an object which once known i» known forever 
and which when known at all #^ktiown with absolute 
certainty. That there is such a realm and also that we 
have knowledge of it they had proof in mathematics— new 
and absolutely certain proof, superseding the old and 
wavering proof of oracles and seers. Mathematics did not 
of course exhaust the' contents of the realm of Being. It 
was, for the philosophers, rather a sip and symbol, an 
evangel of the happy tidings that a new road had been 
opened up which would take them where they always 
wanted to go and which made certain they would find 
what they always wanted to find. The new royal road was 
infinitely superior, in safety and comfort, to the one form- 
erly used. And for philosophers, it was hardly a drawback 
that they alone could travel Over it. Indeed, possession of 
exclusive right-of-way caused them none too secret pleas* 
ure and; exultation. Plato, certainly, lost no time in ^ving 



22 


INTRODUCTION 


public and peremptory notice to the poets and all othi^r 
rivals that their day was over. 

Now the Greek theory of eternal and immutable Being 
and its antiphonal spectator theory of mind entered into 
the bloodstream of modern thought at its very inception. 
They entered not only by way of philosophy and religion, 
in which fields they had luxuriantly flourished under the 
fervid care of medieval logicians and theologians; more 
importantly, they entered by way of science — ^more im- 
portantly because totally unsuspected and unacknowl- 
edged there. And since that time the attractive, ever- 
entrancing forms of Greek philosophy have circulated in 
every area, place and part of modem mentality and th^ 
create, wherever they are, an iridescent intellectual mirage. 

The founders of modem science made a great show of 
being pure and uncontaminated philosophically. With 
one accord they attacked philosophy which meant, for 
them, medievaHzed Aristotelian logic and its stifling 
I»ogeny. To free thought from the theological sirangle- 
hold, enforced in the temporal realm by the Church, was, 
they all recognized, the precondition of intellectual and 
soentiiic advance. In their march against the powers of 
darkness they were guided by the lamp of Euclid which 
they held aloft. But, alas, Euclid’s mathematics and A^^- 
tbtle’s logic both involve the same basic presuppositions; 
tiiey both rest on the same fundamental conceptions of 
knowledge, nature and mind; they are both results of the 
same type of metaphysical thinking and scientific method. 

It was of undoubted advantage to fight the medievalized 
Aristode with the unmedievalized Eudid, but as far as 
essentials are concerned it was tantamount to nsiog a 
genuine form and product of fireek thinking as a weapon 
agi^t a form that had been perverted. Aristotle’s logic 
bad been used by the medievalists to discourage and 
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off all independent and original observation of nature; 
how much of a perversion this is and how serious can 
easily be appreciated when it is remembered that his logic 
was a presentation of the formal principles underlying the 
conduct of his own manifold and intensive naturalistic 
observations and was intended (and was so used by the 
Greeks) as a guide to further such. 

The fathers of modern science, in addition to reclaim- 
ing mathematics and gaining unrestricted rights to 
observe nature — ^both strictly within the scientific limits 
of the genuine Greek tradition — also introduced, it is true, 
a new and non-Greek method of experimentation. This 
methodological novelty was destined to become all- 
important in the progress of scientific knowlec^e and the 
development of scientific ideas but, at the time of its 
introduction, it had only a supplementary intellectual 
value. It would be an exaggeration to say that it was first 
chiefly prized, not for its scientific but for its polemical 
power in the liberation movema|||# But the exaggeration 
would be nearer the truth than would be any contrary 
statement. Even in Newton’s worlj^, the most self-con- 
sciously “experimental” of all, the supreme right-ot-tijay 
was given to mathematics and not to experimental find- 
ings whenever the two came in conflict and blocked each 
other’s path. In other words, the supreme right-of-way in 
the foundations of modem science was given to Gredc 
ideas of method and science. 

The anti^i^osophical front presented by the fathers 
of modern science has been faithfully kept op by the vast 
and the most influential majority of their do^dants. 
The latter are never st zealous as when they are warding 
off the sporadic advances of modern philosophy and 
never so firm and conristent as when rejecting its more 
formal prc^sals. This attitude of has natnra|ly 
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been a continual source of irritation to philosophers and 
the ground for extensive, bitter and recurrent complaint. 
Only occasionally has the situation been relieved by off- 
stage laughter. But, forsooth, the whole business — if we 
may ignore for the moment its tragic consequences — has 
all along been really a huge joke and the proper subject 
for unrestrained hilarity. For the philosophy modern 
scientists took from the Greeks they handed back to 
modern philosophers as science; and the latter, instead 
of at once spotting the intellectual sleight-of-hand and 
calling the game, were taken in by it to a man. Certainly 
there is some excuse for philosophers being thus easily 
deceived during the intellectually tumultuous years open- 
ing our epoch. But there is hardly excuse for philosophers 
who insist on staying deceived even now. Not that vulgar 
and childish delight in mystification entices and holds con- 
temporaries in ludicrous trance. It is something more 
mature and for that reason more profoundly disturbing. 
As long as the deception is kept up, the staple and rou- 
tine occupations of philosophers are not threatened; their 
intellectual habits, now easy, familiar and dear through 
long usage, can go on unreflectively grinding out philo- 
sophical reflections forever. And the by now standardized 
relation of philosophy to science— an unstable and ex|^- 
aive compound of envy and condescension — can be per- 
petuated, though not unperturbed. 

^ One basic feature iniUally characterized all modern 
liberation movements: they advanced against the social 
and intellectual tyranny of Church and State, their 
^pressive authoritarianism, by appealing to the superior 
mtegrity, nature, authority and ptwer of the individual * 
In religion, this appeal took the form of Protestantism; 

^ 
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in law and revolution the form of inalienable natural 
rights; in economics the form of laissez faire; in social 
ethics the form of the greatest good for the greatest num- 
ber; in progressive politics the form of universal suffrage 
and representative, parliamentary government. In science 
and philosophy, the two predominantly theoretical areas 
of culture, the direction of the appeal was also essentially 
the same: the rationalist scientists and philosophers ap- 
pealed to the natural light of reason brightly burning in 
the individual mind, while the empiricists appealed no 
less surely to the inextinguishable light and all-conquer- 
ing power of individual experience. Although the differ- 
ences between rationalists and empiricists developed to 
serious proportions later on, at the outset, esf)ecially as 
far as concerns their common opposition to the manifold 
medievalisms and oppressions, the differences were tactical 
rather than strategic.* 

It is possible, I think, to prove with reasonable surety 
that against oppression hardened ih institutions and en- 
forced by socially guarded and perpetuated dogmas only 
the assault of individualism, under whatever form it may 
be, has revolutionary power and effect. But whether* or 
not this can be established as a principle, certain it is as a 
fact that modem culture started, and for nearly three hun- 
dred years won, all its greatest battles under this standard. 
Because of this prevailing cultural fact, to call it no more, 
it was inevitable that in taking over Greek ideas, the 
spectator theory of mind should assume first and domi- 
nating place, acknowledged and unacknowledged, in the 
thinking of the period. Wherever it went, the spectator 
theory of mind necessarily brought along with it the 

Dewey did not see this important point at the time of writing 
**The Significance af the Problem of Knowledge** \ it is the one 
serious ^ortcoming in that great essay. It may also be pointed out 
that many still fall to ^ it 
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theory of eternal and immutable Being, for they are an 
inseparable pair and play only together. But in modern 
thought, the original relation obtaining between them in 
Greek speculation was consistently reversed; their posi- 
tions relative to each other were permanently exchanged. 
This didn't matter very much in the sixteenth and seven- 
teenth centuries, for their music, though badly off key, was 
sweet and melodious to any ear that, perforce, had 
hitherto heard only the harsh and grating, dull and offen- 
sive noise of medievalism. But by the eighteenth and nine- 
teenth centuries, the consequences of the reversal or 
exchange had worked themselves through, far and wide; 
the simple tune for two had been amplified on orchestral 
scale and that it now mattered very much indeed was 
plain to every ear that could distinguish loud discord from 
quiet harmony, and to every eye that was not perma- 
nently shut and could see the difference between playing 
every which way and playing in unison. 


When we look back over the histories of modern science 
and philosophy, from the vantage-point of the present 
dme, one fact stands out dearly and boldly like the sphinx 
in the desert, and like the sphinx it too presents an enig- 
matical face. Although sdence and philosophy started out 
in cominumty of effort, and with a common set of funda- 
mental ideas, the courses they have run are not the same. 
They are not even parallel. They are divergent, so that 
the nearer we approach our own time the further apart 
they are. Now you may lightly say that there is really 
nothmg strange about this, and certainly nothing €nig- 
mati^. For two activities to start from a common center 
Md from that point onward to diverge in ever-^Wdening 
<legree xs the sort of thing that happens every day aii4 
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moreover the only kind of thing that can or should haHjeo 
when their destinations lie in different directions. But this 
answer, true enough in what it says, does not at all meet 
the case in hand. The paths of philosophy and science 
have been progressively divergent not because their 
avowed, respective destinations lie in different quarters 
and each is intent on the shortest route. Just the contrary 
is the case. They are divergent precisely because they both 
have vowed to reach the same ultimate destination and 
by the quickest way. And this, surely, is an enigma. 

But like all enigmas, the real explanation of it is not to 
be found in something more enigmatic and mysterious still 
— ^be it in the puniness of the finite reason strangely 
wrestling with the Infinitude of the Universe and being 
constantly thrown back; or in the inwardly palpitating 
Secret of Philosophy which cannot be exposed and live 
in the light of day because it is fetched from depths be* 
yond all reckoning — ^in contrast to flie dead contents of 
science which can be written in C^n script for any eye 
plainly to read because they are scraped off the surface of 
things; or vice versa, and so on. The real explanation, as 
Dewey has shown, is to be found in something really quite 
simple and historically to our human hand. 

WixoX is the common, ultimate destination of modern 
science and philosophy? To say it is the Truth is too 
vague to lead us an3nvhere. But to say it is the eternal 
and immutable Reality leads us straight home, into the 
theoretical heart of modem science and philosophy^-^-and 
h$xk to the bosom of the Greeks. 

The first success of science in its quest for certainty 
was wonderfuBy great, so wonderful that nearly three 
hundred years dapsed before science matured sui^ently 
to have ^rious doubts of Rs own as to idretlnsr or not it 
lakA exclusively and pamanmiffy captured eternal and 
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immutable Reality first crack out of the box. It must, 
however, be said immediately on behalf of most scientists 
today that they have not allowed themselves to become 
too discouraged by these doubts. Recent revelations have 
set them back somewhat and shaken their early confi- 
dence, but most of them still hope to succeed in finally 
and exclusively cornering Reality in the next try, or in the 
try after that, and they steadfastly aim that way. 

Nothing attracts like success. Why, then, were philoso- 
phers repelled and driven off at an obtuse angle by the 
first great victory of science? The answer is found in the 
field on which victory was won. Science discovered the 
eternal and immutable Reality in material masses and 
motion and the laws governing masses in motion. It was 
not, of course, just the fact that they were material masses 
and physical motion that assured scientists they had found 
what they were looking for. It was the eternal, indestruct- 
ible nature of the constituent particles of the masses, and 
the eternal, unchangeable nature of the laws of motion 
that proved to them, with the inerrant simplicity and 
unshakable certairlty of mathematics, that their convic- 
tion of success was true and not the fanciful product of 
their dream. 

Now philosophers, like common men, have eyes and 
eyes see colors — but colors, said the new science, are not 
ultimately real; philosophers have ears and ears hear 
sounds— hut sounds, said the new science, are not ulti- 
mately real; philosophers have noses and noses smell 
smells— but smells, said the new science, are not ulti- 
mately real ; philosophers have hands and hands feel sur- 
faces, temperatures, and textures, rough and smooth, hot 
and cold, wet and dry, soft and hard— but soft and hot, 
wet and dry, cold and smooth and rough, said the new 
science, are not ultimately real; philosophers have tongues 
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and tongues taste things bitter and sweet — but bitter and 
sweet, said the new science, are not ultimately real* 
All these, the new science said, are only words. And 
all the rest of them, and all like them, are also only words, 
or as Galileo formulated it, they “are not anything else 
than names.” The only genuinely, ultimately real things 
are the atoms and their qualities of shape, size, hardness, 
motion, number, mass, inertia."^ Really, in the last anal^ 
ysis, it is the tongue which is wholly at fault, the real ob- 
struction blocking our path to the ultimately real! If it 
did not keep on foolishly uttering these words or names, 
misleading us, all would immediately accept with joyous 
heart and unquestioning mind the words of golden truth 
spoken by scientists! 

Without exception the fathers of modern science had 
nothing to say destructive of the medievali^d soul-sub- 
stance or mind and its complement of ideas and senti- 
ments, desires, purposes and plans. To have denied the 
ultimate reality of the mind at ^1^^ early stage would 
have been intellectually suicidal for scientists, since it was 
on the power of the mind that they publicly rested their 
claim to have discovered the ultimately real. It wodld 
also have been socially suicidal, what with the powerful 
backing the soul or mind enjoyed in secular prison and re- 
ligious stake. As to which of these arguments, the intellec- 
tual or the social, was really effective and determined the 
scientists upon the course they took the reader should cx- 
I)erience no great difficulty in deciding for himsdf. For 
the scientists without exception, Galileo as well as New^ 
ton, had also publicly rested their claim to have discov- 
ered the genuinely and ultimately real on the irrefragable 
nature of sensory evidence. How else, for example, did 

* The list of '^primaiy*^ or ultimately real qualities varies from 
sdOiUist to scientist. The list above is a OalS^-Kewtoaiaxi 
ture. 



30 


INTRODUCTION 


Galileo defend against the holy doctors of the Church who 
for their “scientific” knowledge of Nature relied more in- 
sistently on the words of Aristotle than on the words of 
God~how else did Galileo defend against the holy doc- 
tors the reality of the satellites of Jupiter, except on the 
ground that he saw them with his very own sensory or- 
gans, namely, his eyes? How else did Newton prove that 
hardness, for instance, was an eternal, inalienable charac- 
teristic of the indestructible ultimately real atom, except 
by empirical inference which explicitly asserted that the 
testimony of the senses was of unimpeachable validity?* 

Socially and religiously the senses were, in Galilean- 
Newtonian days, intrinsically sinfuLf For Galileo and 
Newton, therefore, to turn completely round, on their “sci- 
entific” axes and put the senses scientificaUy as well as 
socially and religiously in bad odor, was gratifying, not 
reprehendble, to State and Church. The State was pleased 
because Science by exposing the temporal, this-worldly 
vanity of the senses was contributing its strength, however 
much or little it might be, toward the fulfillment of the 
State’s objectives: the restraint and control of the this- 
worldly desires of the people. And the Church, naturally, 
in its dual capacity of Temporal and Spiritual Power was 
doubly pleased because science denounced the senses to bf 

♦ Notice that “hardness” is a primary or ultimately real quality ; 
but “softness” is only a “word” or “name” or — secondary quality. 
This accounts for what may have seemed to the reader an error 
in the preceding paragraph where the phrase “soft and hard” was 
used first and then in the repetition of the list only “soft” was in- 
cluded. 

t The doctrine of “original sin” with its correlative “the intrin- 
sic moral depravity of the senses” are by no means completely dead 
yet. At the present time, in fact, new life is being assiduously 
pumped into these doctrines by the strangest crew that ever 
manned the “idealistic” pumps in history. And the “pumps” em- 
ptoyed are as strange as the assortment of “pumpers”— ranging 
tom bombs and bullets to prayers and papal bulls deslgsfiatu 
finish off what the bombs and bullets leave undone. 
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as palpably false and treadierous means for gaining 
knowledge of this world, as the Church denounced tbm 
to be fatal and perditions means for gaining the knowl- 
edge and bliss of the next. 

But with respect to the soul-substance or mind, s(Mne 
social-religious compromise was imperative, irrespective 
of what scientists might or might not think in the private 
of their cabinets. And Descartes hit upon the very neatest 
compromise, one which may be taken as accurately S3rm- 
bolic of the whole early philosophico-scientific move- 
ment.* He sequestered the soul-substance or mind in the 
pineal body, in the smallest area of the brain he knew bf , 
and central enough to comport with the dignity of its new 
and exalted occupant. That part of the physical world — 
the pineal body — Descartes said, in effect, belongs to you, 
O! defenders and guardians of the soul-substance or mind, 
and we shall never trespass within its holy boundsl But 
the rest of the human body — ^let us be perfectly dear 
about it — and the rest of the w^m^ belong to us, to the 
mathematical and physical scientists! 

Descartes’ compromise obviously could not endure for- 
ever, nor indeed for very long. Just as soon as science fdt 
its oats and felt sufficiently secure socially so that it need 
BO longer fear the secular instruments of persecution used 
by the Church, science naturally and inevitably advanced 
its claim of di>dne right to investigate and explore every- 

^ The one exception is Spinoza— and of course a great one. 
Xhe treatment Spinozal and his works received not merely from tlm 
iUiterate but from his peers, is among the best ^evidences iffovtag 
that sodd, not intellectual, conidderatiohs either consddusly or 
unconsciously dctated the '^compromise.’* In Descartes’ case, the 
dictation was thoroughly conscious; h^ knew what he was doing 
and why. In Newton’s case it was as completdy unconscious; he 
was a '^true believer” and bis interest in the English translation 
of the alleged speech of God ac^aHy exceeded his interest in the 
' works of creation^ For ampler discussion of Spinoza’s case, see my 
Introduction to The Philosophy of Spinoso (Xhe Modem Library, 
1927). 
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thing and everywhere. You may think that mathematical 
physicists would always have the need of upholding 
the ultimate reality of the mind, if only out of sheer self- 
interest and self-preservation, else they lose their neces- 
sary and primary guarantee that what they discover, 
mathematically, is actually the ultimately real. But to 
think so is naive. For what further need of the mind have 
they, once Science itself, in all its glittering panoply of 
power, stands boldly in the field, its feet firmly planted on 
the eternal foundation-stones of the universe! 

Because of Descartes* compromise, and the general 
s?)cio-sciehtific situation it S3rmbolizes, philosophers first 
acutely experienced the need of defending their sensory 
organs against the deprivations of science. How did it 
come about that all of us, scientists as well as philosophers 
and common persons, sensed such qualities as colors and 
sounds and what status, really, can be given them? 
Merely to call them names, as Galileo does, may be finally 
satisfactory for the scientist who is professionally so en- 
raptured by his own work that he has no mind for any- 
thing else. But such summary disposal of secondary qual- 
ities can hardly be j)ermanently satisfying for the philoso- 
pher whose professional interests are of universal scope 
and for whom there is nothing too small or too insigni®- 
cant to merit and receive his thoughtful and tender con- 
sideration. Not that in the common life and world of m an , 
colors and sounds and all other secondary qualities are a 
small item, like the hairs on his head or the sparrows in 
his fields. But compared to the soul or mind and all its 
longings and belongings, they are; and the soul or mind 
had been left untouched by science. Indeed, had not sci- 
ence solicitously placed it in an inviolable sanctuary be- 
yond the reach of ^ molesting and harm from itself or 
others? 



IJj^TRODUCTION 35 

Call it clairvoyance, premonition or what you will. Or 
say, if you like, it is the fair and just reward that comes to 
those who lake it upon themselves to defend the orphaned 
and the lowly. When the period of compromise was near- 
ing its end, and the mind was in imminent danger of being 
imperiously sucked into the whirling stream of atoms for- 
ever, it was the secondary qualities that came to the rescue 
and saved the philosophers from falling into the dark and 
bottomless pit. 

Very rarely are philosophers poets, even though, fre- 
quently, they robe their writings with rich and colorful 
imagery and make them reverberant with sonorous poeti- 
cal effects. Only very rarely are they even like Words- 
worth, hardy men of two senses, let alone like Coleridge 
and Keats, hardy men of five senses and for whom, with- 
out colors and sounds, without tastes and smells and tex- 
tures, all places would be a blank hell though they br 
lastly secured in heaven. With few worthy exceptions, 
modem philosophers, especially idikce the time of Berke^ 
ley, have found secondary qualities of primary value be- 
cause they can be used as means of argument to gain their 
own, and not the qualities^ ends. Berkeley's great -dis- 
covery was not that secondary qualities are the glorious 
garment of Nature and of which she cannot be deprived 
by any scientific means. What he joyfully discovered was 
that secondary qualities are the Achilles heel of science 
and struck there the monster could be slain. Incidentally, 
it is true, the earth we commonly enjoy would then be 
regained for man, but what was far more important to thf 
good bishop and the motive forcing his attack, was thaf 
man would thus be reclaimed for God. 

If science does not adequately account for this world— 
and the fact that science leaves secondary qualities ines 
pHcably hanging in mid-air establishes this — ^thaa, rea 
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soned Berkeley, the conclusion follows that philosophy, as 
an enterprise independent of and unconstrained by science 
is necessary. Merely to be necessary is something, of 
course, but not enough. Philosophy has to prove that it is 
also competent. And to do this, obviously, philosophy 
must first demonstrate that it can succeed where science 
has dismally failed. Philosophy, that is, must give secure 
and intelligible status to secondary qualities, give to them 
the reality they were denied by science. And at this point 
Berkeley was overcome by his most brilliant idea and 
made straight for a dazzling coup. It is not imperative, he 
saw, that the reality philosophy gives to secondary quali- 
ties be identical with the reality claimed by science for its 
atoms and such of their primary qualities as it could keep 
from changing into secondary ones. This was the great 
and egregious mistake Locke had made; because of it he 
was forced into the ludicrous position of vigorously ac- 
cepting Newton’s science and then feebly complaining 
about some of its results. Philosophy can escape from the 
insufferable and insoluble Lockean dilemma, can effec- 
tively demonstrate its competence, can firmly establish 
its complete independence of science and can, moreover, 
do all these marvelous things at once and in one by the 
^simple expedient of giving to secondary qualities a re^ 
Ity different from that of the atoms and primary qualities, 
but a reality nonetheless securely founded and ultimately 
real. How can this be done? Very easily. Link secondary 
qualities not to the senses but to the as-yet-undisputed 
reality of the mind ; the mind (also by still common con- 
sent) is linked to God and by divine devolution of power, 
secondary qualities are established as substantially real. 
(The atoms and primary qualities were, according to 
Descartes Newton, the creation of God and their 
eternal reality was dq)endent upon and guaranteed by tire 
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Eternal Will.) Thus science, reasoned Berfcdey, is over* 
turned by its own mistake, confounded by its own dis- 
tinction. Let science keep its primary qualities — if it can.* 
Philosophy has shown who is the true possessor of knowl- 
edge of this world, who the proud and faithful protector 
of the reality of God’s visible creation. 

But surely, you will say, the mind, in throwing its own 
mantle of reality about secondary qualities, could have 
been motivated only by a noble altruism. By thus sharing 
itself with others, how could it have been seeking merely 
benefits for itself? Surely it is an act unselfishly pure, con- 
cerned solely with using fairly and justly what science 
had meanly and despitefully used, with charitably raising 
up what science had cast down. On the face of it the act 
does, assuredly, carry these benign features. But, alas, it 
is only on the face of it. Actually it was a method of using 
the indisputable natural reality of the secondary qualities 
to give body to the reality of the mind, a means for resus- 
citating the mind’s fast failing spi^: Once the mind was 
revived and strengthened by this natural and wholesome 
food, what did the Idealists do? Did they acknowledge the 
mind’s natural indebtedness and return natural good lor 
natural good' received? Not at all. They used the boost 
in spirit they had thus surreptitiously obtained for the 
mind to catapult the mind into a transcendental reality 
and then, with base ingratitude, they turned on the sec** 
ondary qualities and spitefully made them blind wan- 
derers in a phenomenal world. 

* Berkeley’s really agnificant and permanently valuable contii* 
tmtion was in d^owing that sdence can not keep Us primary quali^ 
ties,, that is, that all qualities are in the same Wt. However, the 
only proper conclunon this demonstration leads to is precisely the 
one Berkeley and subsequent philosophy (up to pragmatism and 
inatrumentalism) did not make. To discuss it at Ims point would, 
theveiore be to complicate matters to no good end. It will be taken 
up later. 
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Which is in all essential particulars doing to secondary 
qualities exactly what science had originally done. Instead 
of the Galilean-Newtonian “scientific” distinction between 
primary and secondary qualities, you have, with Kant, 
the “metaphysical” distinction between noumena and 
phenomena, between the empirical world and trans- 
cendental Reality, which became in some post-Kantian 
developments the distinction between what only appears 
to be real, but really isn’t, and what is known by the 
mind’s inner and unaided power to be exclusively and ulti- 
mately Real and Is. The “metaphysical” distinction un- 
doubtedly sounds more soul-filling and grandiose than the 
“scientific,” but defiate the artificial grandiosity and the 
two distinctions, though expanded in different ways and 
not always in one-to-one correspondence, are, for all intel- 
ligent purposes, the same. 

You will say that this is only what Kant and the 
Kantians did but that Hegel, sensing the keen wrong, 
redressed it forthwith. Yes, Hegel did redress the wrong — 
by giving it another cloak. The mind, Kant thought, could 
get along entirely on its own in all its categorically im- 
perative business, business having to do with its own 
soul’s salvation. And for all lesser business, though the 
mind could not get along on its own entirely, it was suff 
ficient if, from its transcendental seat, it occasionally 
looked down on the empirical world; by occasionally peer- 
ing into the blind, phenomenal world, its noumenal eyes 
would see enough for thought. Hegel realized this wasnH 

The mind needed the natural world for all its business, 
ideal and real, for its own soul’s categorical salvation no 
less than for everything else and that it could not get 
along without the natural world for a moment; it con- 
stancy needed it. O^ional contacts mth it, occasional 
peeling? down into it were not enou^ for thought l8ut 
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did this recognition, on Hegel’s part, of the constant need 
and dependency of the mind show him that the mind must 
be returned to its natural environment where it could and 
would naturally feed, and that leaving it where Kant had 
put it was leaving it, not in a transcendental heaven, but 
up a tree? Not a bit of it. To satisfy the constant and 
natural craving of the mind for natural food, Hegel tried, 
by an act of unnatural violence, to force the mind to swal- 
low the natural world whole 1 Instead of permanently sat- 
isfying the hunger of the mind, this grotesque act of Intel' 
lectual outrage gave it convulsive indigestion. And the 
spasmic regurgitations of Absolute Idealism are splattered 
over all the pages of subsequent cultural history. 

VI 

Because of the malicious exploitation made of second- 
ary qualities by Idealism, the whole discussion of the 
theory of knowledge was subsequently narrowed down to 
a discussion of the theory of perception as the critical 
point of attack. To dissociate secondary qiiMities from 
the mind was the all-important thing to do. For just as 
soon as this dissociation is effected, the Absolute Mind is 
deflated and Idealism collapses like a punctured balloon.’*' 
This proves negatively what was asserted positively be- 
fore, namely, that the attempt to give secondary qualities 
the reality of the mind was not really for the end of sav- 
ing them but was a means whereby their natural reality 
could be used to bolster up and secure the vani^ing real- 
ity of the ‘^substantive” mind, or soul. William James, in 
a brilliant sentence written in 1904 said: “Those who still 
ding to ‘consciousness’ are clinging to a mete echo, the 

* This is most neatly seen in G. E. Mooters thirty-page Refutu^ 
Mon of IdeaUsm (1903), which has been the eriginat^g and orient^ 
ing point of practically ail Briti^ Re^m. Bertrand lUsaeU is pos^ 
sibly Mooters very first disciple; he certainly is Ms foremost one 
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faint rumor left behind by the disappearing ‘soul* upon 
the air of philosophy.” The echoes of the “soul” would 
have completely died out in philosophy long before our 
century had not Idealism resorted to necromancy and by 
percussion instruments spread the deafening clamor of 
ghosts. 

Pragmatists, realists and instrumentalists have ap- 
proached and accomplished the critical task of dissocia- 
tion in different ways. If the result of evacuating the mind 
of its universal pretensions were an isolated or isolable 
matter, the differences in methods used by these various 
schools would be practically irrelevant. But the conse- 
quences of the critical operation are neither isolated nor 
isolable. As with the operations performed by a surgeon 
on the human body, so with the critical operations per- 
formed by philosophers on ideas. Upon the instruments 
and skill with which a tumor is removed, the recovery of 
the patient depends. And the more malignant the tumor, 
the greater the skill and the better and finer the instru- 
ments must be. Done unskilfully and with the wrong in- 
struments, it matters not with what nicety and dispatdi 
the outer parts are sewn up again. The superficial wound 
heals, but at the real seat of trouble new and serious com- 
plications set in. There is a limit to the cuttings aW P 
removals a human body will undergo. A tumor, no matto 
how malignant, cannot grow forever, in new areas or old, 
because the body dies. With ideas, however, there is no 
limit— at any rate, none that has ever been reached and 
of which we with certainty know. And aU ideas, malig- 
nant or benign, are in this respect alike: theyspread from 
one area of the cultural body to every other and there is 
no stopping them. 

If the fad of severing secondary qualities from the 
mind were of self-sufficient importance and the 
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of no philosophic consequence, then Dr. Johnson’s method 
would be the very best, for it is so short and every one can 
use it. He kicked a stone and found it behaved as stones 
had always behaved and not as an idea.* That, for him, 
was refutation enough of Berkeley. And considered 
skeerly as refutation enou^ it is, final and complete, and 
no philosopher has improved upon it or can because all 
refinements of philosophical refutation must end up, when 
they do not be^n, in the mode of Dr. Johnson. For his 
refutation is the experimental coup de grace. We all accept 
without question that a complicated piece of scientific 
apparatus kicking an electron out of its orbit can thereby, 
with rightful authority, kick a scientific theory in or out. 
Well, the human foot is itself not uncomplicated in struc- 
ture — ^if you believe only complicated apparatus can per- 
form operations of experimental test, which is, of course, 
not so. And the human foot too has the ability and right- 
ful authority to kick a philosophic (or scientific) theory 
in or out. would rather,” wiifts' Dewey, ^‘take the 
behavior of the dog of Odysseus upon his master’s return 
as an example of the sort of thing experience is for the 
philosopher than trust to” philosophers’ theorizings about 
experience.t A dog is a whole animal and the foot is only 
a part, but the point of reference and the contact are the 
same. To this extent. Dr. Johnson has certainly not 
received his proper philosophic due. 

^ It should perhaps be explicitly stated that Dr. Johnson, as a 
man of letter^ as a person whose profession was handling and 
dealing with ideas, was as competent an authority on the macro- 
scopicbehavior of ideas (or their general, overt characters) as, say, 
a scientist of comparable distinction would be an authodty on the 
macroscopic behavior of his subject-matter (electricity or what- 
not). That Dr. Johnson was also as quaUfied an expert on the 
macroscopic behavior of stones as Bishop Berkeley (or any ctner 
f^osopher or scientist) c^, perhaps, be kit as too obvious foi 
statement. 

^Buferknce and Nature, (first edition), page 
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However, the fact of severance is not everything; it is 
necessary, it is indispensable, but it is not sufi&cient. The 
surgeon must remove the tumor, that is certainly clear; 
but the method he uses, how he removes it, is equally 
important, for the removal and the method of removal 
cannot be separated; they continually interact and it is 
the consequences of their interaction that determine the 
life and health of the patient. When it is so intricately 
complicated and delicate a matter as the life of the mind 
that is at stake, the importance of the consequences of the 
method employed is of course immeasurably increased, 
not lessened.* 

The severance of secondary qualities from the mind 
reduces the mind to its natural size. It loses its a priori 
bigness and no longer needs a supernatural, transcen- 
dental realm to house its unnatural, swollen grandeur. The 
mind becomes something that can be included in the order 
of Nature, as a part having its natural function and place. 
The emphasis on can cannot be made too strong. For the 
mind does not automatically find its proper place as a 
soldier, when called to attention, automatically falls in 
line. Especially is this so after a bout of fever as wild and 
fearful as German Idealism. To return the mind to its 
place in the order of nature, to accustom it in the perfon^f- 
ance of its natural functions, to teach it to find its inner 
and highest joy in the fulfillment of its cultural obliga- 
tions is a long and difficult task for deliberate art. tSThis 
reconstructive, rehabilitative work, to be coi^letely suc- 
cessful, requires, of course, the cooperative effort of 
all cultural forces, of all society. But the starting ’of this 
tremendously important and complex task, getting it 
under way, is peculiarly the philosopher’s job — ^at any 

♦ Notice, in the quotation above, that Dewey says “rather.” The 
quahhcation is important. 
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rate, as Dewey conceives it. Indeed, it is the one job 
which, when accepted by philosophy, intelligently legiti- 
mates or justifies its claim to universal (/. c. cultural) 
leadership. This peculiarly philosophic part of the greater 
undertaking no philosophy can adequately perform except 
it does its critical work properly. 

Hence Dewey’s insistence on the present need of phi- 
losophy to devote itself to criticism and the methods of 
criticism. For the ideas a philosopher uses in his critical 
operations necessarily become part of the foundatiwial 
ideas for his reconstructive and constructive follow-up 
work. This is true universally, a consequence flowing from 
the very nature and process of thinking. Wherein philos- 
ophers can and do differ from one another is in degree ol 
awareness of this necessity, and in the competency of the 
critical apparatus they respectively possess. Of course, no 
philosopher has yet appeared who in his work shows that 
he is fully conscious of, and at every point alert to, all the 
implications of his critical work'j^'nor is it possible to 
develop and construct a critical apparatus that will make 
any (let alone every) philosopher thus perfect. To be 
perfect philosophically is to be absolutely Infallible— a 
possibility directly open only to God and indirectly open 
only to those erstwhile human thinkers who by retro- 
active edict (promulgated by His proper intermediaries) 
have been canonically uplifted into the ranks of angels. 

On the other hand, it is also impossible for a philoso- 
pher to be totally unconscious of and unalert to the impli- 
cations of such critical apparatus as he may possess^ for 
such a one would not be a philosopher at all, and would 
not have any critical apparatus in the first place. Like 
all human works, the works of philosophers are to be 
found ranging between the extremes of perfection and 
hnperfection and ncme of them reaching either. In this 



42 


INTRODUCTION 


respect at least, they all exemplify with equal clarity and 
naturalness the universal cosmic characteristic Williani 
James never tired of celebrating; “Ever not quite.” \ 

Dewey, more persistently perhaps than any other con- 
temporary, uses his critical apparatus and the results they 
3rield as part of the basis for his constructive philosophy. 
This has caused a great deal of confusion on the part of 
many of his readers, whereas it should have enabled them 
to follow his thought with clear, if not easy, understand- . 
ing. In saying this I have neither intention nor desire to 
shift all cause of confusion from Dewey^s writings to his 
readers’ minds. In view of what has already been said on 
this point, such would be ridiculous. But too much stress 
cannot be put upon the general principle at issue because 
unless it is firmly grasped, it is practically certain that 
any reader of Dewey will keep on being confused no mat- 
ter how often and how studiously he reads him. Failure 
to understand the fundamental reason for and meaning of 
Dewey’s persistent use of his critical results for construc- 
tive purposes has, beyond any doubt, been one of the most 
prolific sources of unenlightened and unenlightening at- 
tacks upon his work.* To the same cause may also be 
chiefly traced the failure of Dewey’s twenty years’ con- 
troversy with American and English realists, for that c^- 
troversy was circumstantially concerned with this diie 
basic point. That his fears about the competency of the 
Realists’ critical apparatus were not unwarranted and 
his prophecies as to their eventual outcome were not 
without ground are proven conclusively by the way in 
which neo-Idealism has grown out of and sucked the 
strength from the Realistic movements.t 

* ITic reader, if he so desires, may also consider the above para- 
graphs as sta^g the basic reason for my writing iJitis Introduction 
md not another. 

t This does not contradict what was said earlier. Neo-IdeaHsm 
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“A clash of doctrines,” writes Whitehead, “is not a dis- 
aster — ^it is an opportunity.” There are some “ifs” in- 
volved. It is an opportunity, or perhaps better said, it 
becomes (or is made) an opportunity ij the clash stimu- 
lates intelligent response and not blind reaction; ij the 
clash is taken not merely as a sign that something is 
wrong but is utilized as the starting point and control of 
inquiry into causes; if the inquiry into causes is not handi- 
capped and stultified by impounding certain issues in a 
sacrosanct reservation, thus compelling inquiry to stop 
short at the first arbitrary point where a makeshift solu- 
tion can be gerrymandered; if the inquiry is so conducted 
that it fearlessly re-examines and reconstructs everything 
necessary for a stable and fruitful solution, exempting 
nothing from scrutiny and reconstruction — above all not 
exempting the doctrinal foundations. 

The clash of doctrine between sd^ce and philosophy 
on the all-determining, all-controftihg issue considered in 
the foregoing pages is an excellent example not of an 
opportunity utilized but of a disaster prolonged. Con- 
sciously and unconsciously, philosophers exempted from 
critical examination and reconstruction certain concep- 
tions both of science and philosophy. If you like to be 
excessively generous, you can say they inquired into and 
re-valuated everything — ^until they reached foundational 
principles. There they stopped short, with the necessary 
consequence that their solutions were makeshift and un- 
stable, arbitrary and unfruitful in all but harmful ways. 

draws immeditaely from the Realisms, which is the point just made. 
It can do so because the Realisms carry in them the fundamental, 
errors of Greek philosophy^ which Is the comprehensive point xnadtf 
b^ore. That neither the older neo-Reahsms nor the newer neo- 
Idealiams are critically consdous of their historical sources knd the 
bask rep^riousness of riidir views is a Ikct theoreUcally rernon- 
sible lor both. 
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Berkeley is one of the clearest illustrations of this and 
because of his pivotal influence, also one of the most 
important. He argumentatively demonstrated that all 
qualities are in the same boat, that it is impossible to 
classify qualities into two (or more) orders, distinguished 
from each other by quality of reality. If any quality is 
real, then all qualities are real. If any quality is of a 
modified or suspect reality, then in the same way and to 
the same degree, the reality of all qualities becomes modi- 
fied or suspect. This conclusion is indubitably sound. But 
Berkeley unfortunately arrived at it by way of an argu- 
ment the objective of which was to prove that all qualities 
are directly dependent for their very existence upon per- 
ception and therefore are creatures of mind. This tie-up 
was particularly vicious in its consequences because, al- 
though in theoretical purity it perhaps need not be so, it 
was practically inevitable that refutations of Berkeley — 
an idealism, of which there are legion — should almost 
automatically result in resuscitating and re-stabilizing (if 
not illegitimately re-validating) the “scientific” distinc- 
tion between qualities his argument destroyed. But apart 
from this particular tie-up in Berkeley’s argument, and 
without wishing in any way to minimize the extent and 
deleterious character of its historical influence — apaif 
from this tie-up, Berkeley’s whole method of approach, 
which became standard for subsequent philosophy, is 
vicious: it blinds the philosophic as well as scientific mind 
to the real issues and problems involved.* 

* Berkel^’s method of approach is of course still standard for 
Idealistic philosophers, whatever branch of Idealism they profess; 
but it is also standard for all British Realists, like Moore, Russell 
imd WMtehead; and for all American phUosophers who follow 
the British^ lead. The attack on Berkeley’s method and so on all 
modern philosophy that led into it and all that developed out of it 
was mitiated by C. S. Peirce — ^the logical father of pragmatism. 
The new method of philosophy, both as critical and constructive 
instrument, which Peirce began, was developed to some extent by 
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For when you develop a philosophic theory as ground 
for the assertion that all qualities are of equal reality, by 
that intellectual act you are also forced to assert, explicitly 
or implicitly, that the distinction between reality of quali- 
ties as it is made in science Is valid within the domain of 
science. And from this tacit or overt admission only one 
consequence can follow, namely, what exactly has fol- 
lowed in modern philosophy: Inquiry into the legitimacy 
of and reason for the distinction as it is made in science is 
completely sidetracked and as substitute for this intelli- 
gent inquiry an unintelligent contest is staged between 
rival systems of ^‘metaphysics one corner the per^ 
ennial champion “scientific metaphysics^* and in the othei 
the (theoretically) endless succession of “philosophic” 
contenders for the crown. Dewey’s detailed exposure of 
the tragi-comedy of this whole procedure is one of the 
great pieces of philosophic analysis.* 

All the philosophic criticisms and attacks in the world 
will not persuade scientists to ab^uidon any principle or 
distinction as long as they believe, whether rightly or 
wrongly, that the principle or distinction performs some 
scientific work. In this respect they are as loyal to their 
science as the best of philosophers are to philosophy; and 
the sooner all philosophers realize this and conduct them^ 
selves in accordance with such realization the better it will 
be for all. On the other hand, if scientists can be shown, or 
in some other way come to see for themselves, that a prin- 
ciple or distinction does not perform any scientific work, 
either in the form in whidi it is made or because it is in- 
herently incapable, no matta: how formulated, they will, 

William James and 'was carried out practically to its full critical 
and constructive metkodohgical limits by Dewey, This method is 
a new contribution to philosophy and, we may well be proud, a 
distinctively, even exclusively, American contribution. 

^ The Quest for Certainty is the locus eUtssiem* 
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without further argument, modify it immediately or drop 
it entirely as the case may be. And in this respect, alas, 
it must be said, scientists are vastly superior to the major- 
ity of philosophers — if one may fairly judge by the howl 
of protest which arose when James and Dewey made 
known’^' and began to develop “the principle of work” as 
the basic criterion or test for all philosophic ideas. 

Einstein, about five years ago, opened a famous 
lecture by saying: “If you wish to learn from the theoret- 
ical physicist anything about the methods he Tises, I 
would give you the following piece of advice: Don’t 
listen to his words, examine his achievements.”t This 
piece of advice loses none of its excellent qualities when it 
is extended to include the whole field of science; in fact, it 
considerably gains in excellence when applied to the basic 
methodology of all modern science. And in the latter sense, 
Dewey began following it some forty-odd years before it 
was given.J In his analysis of scientific method, of what 
science is, Dewey has been strictly guided and controlled 
by his examination of what scientists do. He has not, how- 
ever, been able entirely to ignore what scientists say since 
so many influential philosophers have repeated their say- 
ings, and their sayings and the repetitions of them have 

0 

* Peirce was first as originator of “the principle of work” (prag- 
matism) and first in time of publication (1878). Not until James 
(1898) and Dewey (1897) took up the idea and began developing 
it, did it begin to claim attention and exert influence. Peirce didn't 
approve of many of the ways in which James developed “the prm- 
dple of work” and violently criticized him. Neither did Dewey ap- 
prove of all James' developments and he also criticized him— but 
without violence and to much greater effect. 

t On the Method of Theoretical Physics, the Herbert Speaeer 
Lecture, delivered at (Jxford University, June lo, 1933, 

t Peirce's essential contribution to the pragmatist movement con- 
sists precisely in giving “Einstein's advice” and ike underlying 
reoron for it^ Einstein, grievous to say, in his capacity not as sden- 
tme i^actitioner but of philosophic interpreter of sdence has 
ways been critically unable to foMow “Einstein's advice." 
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fostered the all-absorbing philosophic problem of modem 
times. Furthermore, it may be noticed in passing that even 
if i^cience had not been a great determining force in mod^ 
ern philosophy, because of science’s enormous influence in 
modem cultural life and the social standing scientists en- 
joy as examples, if not indeed paragons, of intelligence, it 
would be for the philosopher of first-rate importance to in- 
quire into and find the answer to the great question: Why 
do scientists do one thing and say another and contrary 
thing? 

Dewey’s historical exposition of Greek philosophy and 
its modes of entrance into modem thought and his 
analysis of the theory of knowledge give the root-answer 
to this question*. Starting from different loci in the western 
intellectual world, they converge toward this double ob- 
jective, their critical forces uniting in this double point: 
they show that the distinction between primary and secon- 
dary qualities as it is made in rcie^^ laas no validity in 
science and performs no scientific work: and they show 
how this non-scientific, in fact anti-scientific, distinction, 
came to be made in the first place emd how it has been 
fundamentally supported ever since. Dewey thus cuts 
under the ground of the whole modern controversy be- 
tween philosophy and science; and by removing the source 
whence modem philosophers have drawn self-justifying 
reasons for setting up rival systems of ^‘metaphysical” 
reality, he has also thereby removed the source of all mod- 
em intellectual jugglery in philosophy — as his own critical 
and constmctive philosophy experimentally shows. 

The real proof — and the only proof philosophers 
should adduce or resort to— that the “scientific” distinc^ 
tion is false in the form in whidi it is made in science is 
provided by science itself^ Every time sdence performs 
an expexix^t it necessity abrogates m fnvali&tes the 
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distinction — and if this is not conclusive proof of falsity, 
then there is no proof of falsity anywhere or anyhow to 
be found. Science abrogates or invalidates the distinction 
every time it performs an experiment because every ex- 
periment is carried out in the world of common experience 
and the final authority y for validation or invalidation of 
scientific theory, always rests with events in the “macro- 
scopic” field of sense-perception, to use one of Dewey’s 
analytical terms. For instance, the final verdict as to 
whether or not there was any ether-drift was rendered 
by the registration of visual effects on the interferometer 
employed in the famous Michelson-Morley experiment 
(1887). What the visual effects — the black-bands 
— meant, how they were to be interpreted, became a scien^ 
tific, theoretical problem of the first magnitude. But be it 
noted — and this alone is of crucial importance here — ^a 
scientific theory was not needed to determine whether or 
not the black-bands, as seen with the eyes, were actually 
real. That they were real was unequivocally and unhesi- 
tatingly accepted by all scientists. Indeed, only because 
the reality of the black-bands was never in question and 
beyond all dispute, only because their reality could not 
be scientifically challenged in any way, was a theory 
necessary to explain — not their existence or occurrence 
— but their causes, or, what amounts to the same thing, 
their interconnections with other existences or events. 

Because the Relativity Theory, among' other things, 
did this job of explanation it was in so far confirmed. 
One case of confirmation is rarely enough, especially when 
the theory is very complex, comes after the facts and is 
devised to explain those facts. Furthermore, the Relativity 
Theory required for its explanation of the black-bands a 
revolutionary change in the fundamental concepts of New- 
tonian physics. Hence the extr^rdinary significance of 
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Einstein’s prediction that if adequate visual attention 
were directed thereto, it would be observed that light rays 
are bent in passing the sun. This was an experimental test 
which the Relativity Theory proposed for itself and this 
is all that “prediction” of this sort scientifically means. 
The “foretelling” is scientifically nothing: what is every- 
thing scientifically is that by foretelling a hitherto unob- 
served event, the Theory proposes and provides an experi- 
mental test for itself wherefrom all possibility of “collu- 
sion” or ex post facto explanation is clearly and rigorously 
excluded. When, in 1921, the bending of the light rays 
was first photographically observed, Einstein’s theory re- 
ceived its most exciting and dramatic confirmation. But 
human excitement and drama aside, this confirmation was 
in every scientific respect on all fours with the confirma- 
tion the theory received from the black-bands of the in- 
terferometer or the irregularities of Mercury’s orbit * — 
both of which were known to science long before. If a 
theory were to come along to-morfbir morning that satis- 
factorily explained all that the Relativity Theory explains 
and did not “predict” anything new at all, it would never- 
theless displace the Relativity Theory if, in one significant 
way or another, preferably in its mathematics, it was also 
simpler or more consistent. A number of alternative theo- 
ries have in fact already been proposed. None has suc- 
ceeded in gaining acceptance not because none has made 
“predictions” of hitherto unobserved events, but because 
none has proved capable of doing all the explaining, or 

, ♦ The other fairly well-known achievement to the credit of the 
Relativity Theory: the Law of Gravitation which it yields, unlike 
Newton’s Law accounts for certain irregularities in Mercury’s or- 
bit; the irregularities are macroscopic events observed by our 
senses supplemented by telescopes and other apparatus (which 
latter are constructed, manipulated and observed by our senses 
and are also, of course, diacroscopk events). It need hardly be 
stated explicitly that the induMtable and indisputable reality of 
the iiregularities confirms the theory and not the other way about 
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all the scientific work, the Relativity Theory does now. 

What is true in the foregoing example as to the relation 
between scientific theory on the one hand and observation 
of macroscopic events on the other, is true in all cases. 
The reality or existential quality of what is observed in 
the experiment proves (or disproves) the validity of the 
theory; the theory does not and cannot confer reality or 
existential quality on what is observed. And what scien- 
tific theory has no power to confer, it naturally has no 
power to take away. The methods of scientific experi- 
mental practice unequivocally and definitively prove that 
all qualities are in science and for science of equal reality. 

If scientific theory has no power to confer reality or 
existential quality on what is observed, still less — if the 
concept “less than nothing” be granted feasible for the 
moment — still less has scientific theory the power to con- 
fer reality or existential quality upon what is (presum- 
ably) inferred from the theory. One example should be 
sufficient. There was a time, and not so long ago, when all 
scientists firmly (even unshakably) believed in the ex- 
istence of the ether because they believed its existence was 
not only a proper but a necessary inference from scientific 
theory then extant. To follow Whitehead’s statement of 
the case: the wave theory of light, Clerk Maxwell’s fofti- 
dae for stresses in the ether, his equations of the electro- 
tnagnetic field, his identification of light with electro- 
tnagnetic waves — ^these major four conspired to give 
“concurrent testimony to its [the ether’s] existence.” 
Nevertheless^ as was subsequently shown, the ether and 
Its existence were not the consequences of weighty and 
legitimate scientific inference but were, in Whitehead’s 
admirable phrase, “merely the outcome of metaphysical 
crarag.” * If the same may not yet be said of the current 
♦ Th€ Prindpics of Natural KnowUdge, to and 2 $, 
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belief in the existence of atoms, in the precise form in 
which atoms figure in contemporary scientific discourse, 
at least the same may be reasonably suspected as prob- 
ably being the case. It is quite proper, therefore, to re- 
serve one’s complete agreement with Bridgman for some 
future, unspecifiable date, when he writes: “It is one of 
the most fascinating things in physics to trace the accumu- 
lation of independent new physical information all point- 
ing to the atom, until now we are as convinced of its 
physical reality as of our hands and feet.”’*' It may well 
so happen that the fascination, rather than warranted 
scientific evidence and reasons, will, in the future, be held 
accountable for the experience of conviction Bridgman 
and his peers now enjoy. 

How, then, did the false and scientifically untenable 
distinction between qualities (with respect to their real- 
ity) gain entrance into science, and once inside, what has 
spuriously perpetuated its residence there? Or, if you like, 
how were scientists made invettiittf victims of “meta- 
physical craving?” The only answer ever proposed that 
satisfies all the facts to be explained is Dewey’s analysis 
of Greek doctrine and his exposition of the peculiar way 
in which it has operated in modem times. 

The Greek doctrine that scientific knowledge is knowl- 
edge of eternal and immutable Reality consistently func- 
tioned to make it inconceivable for the Greeks that the 
world of change could be scientifically studied mi known. 
They wrote out their own prescription for science and 
their scientific activities were conducted in accordance 
with the directions th^ themselves prescribed. Conse- 

* The Logfc of Modem Physics, p. 59. On the same page Bridg- 
man says the atom “is evidently a construct.^' Hands and feet may 
be “constructs’* (whether they are or not Bridgman dom not teB)) 
but they are not “evidently^* so or if so at least evidently not in 
the same sense. 
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quently, though their science was restricted in funda- 
mental character, and by our standards was hardly sci- 
ence at all,* they did not get into the muddle of contradic- 
tions, confusions and absurdities which lias mired modem 
thought. 

Modern scientists, however, began by taking precisely 
the world of change as their subject for scientific study, 
and to help them on their way, they introduced the 
method of experimentation which is no less and no other 
than a method whereby the natural changes going on can 
be further increased and complicated in manifold ways 
by changes deliberately made. From the Greek point of 
view (and in this case, not excepting any Greek), this is 
confounding confusion, science gone insane. But as events 
have fully demonstrated, it is science really come to its 
senses, and intelligence come into its own. 

Unfortunately, in one crucially important respect mod- 
em scientists did not display anywhere near the intelli- 
gence the Greeks did. Instead of writing out a new pre- 
scription for science, one in accordance with their own 
new scientific practice, the moderns carried along the old 
Greek formula as self-evidently sacrosanct. To this one 
failure, to this original sin against intelligence, can be 
traced the generation of all our severest, purely intellifc- 
tual ills. Since the moderns did not follow the directions 
prescribed by the Greek formula either as to which sub- 
ject-matter could and should be scientifically studied wd 
which not, or as to the method to be employed in scientific 

* Einstein and Whitehead for instance, agree with Dewey (in- 
dependently, of course) that Greek science was hardly science as 
we underst^d it now. Einstein (as far as 1 know) is more sweep- 
ing than Whitehead who at least excepts AristoUe (the biologist) 
ana Archin^es and an unnamed number of astronomers from his 
statement that the work of the Greeks ‘‘was excellent; it was gen- 

V? ** understand it.” (Scknct 

dua the Modem World, p. lo). 
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investigation, the only way the moderns could possibly 
use the formula was by applying it ex post jacto, by giv- 
ing it a reverse englisfi. The prescription says: only the 
eternal and immutable Reality (or Being) can be scien- 
tifically studied and known. The moderns perforce had to 
read this backwards so as to make it retroactively mean: 
whatever we scientifically know is ipso jacto eternal and 
immutable Reality. Do we know, scientifically, the shapes 
and sizes and motions of things? We do. Hence these are 
constituents of ultimate Reality, eternal and immutable. 
Do colors and sounds, etc., form part of our body of scien- 
tific knowledge? They do not. Hence they are not con- 
stituents of ultimate, eternal and immutable Reality. Of 
course the prescription was not exhausted by this one ap- 
plication. It could be and was re-applied every time sci- 
ence changed, whether by expansion or revision, so that 
at different periods in the history of modern science dif- 
ferent things have been the ultimate constituents of 
eternal and immutable ‘‘scientific’*^ Reality: sizes and 
shapes and motions and atoms and phlogiston and waves 
and ether and quanta and rays and — that last infirmity 
of all eternal and immutable “Scientific Reality” — Ed- 
dingtonian pointer-readings on measuring-machines 
planned by human ingenuity and made by human hands! 

The voluminous discussion of Eddington’s pointer- 
readings has obscured rather than revealed his more im- 
portant representative or s3nnbolic significance. It is too 
often and too widely taken for granted that contemporary 
scientists, because they have wave mechanics and rela- 
tivity theories, therefore must, in their basic theoretical 
orientation, be a breed far removed from their more 
simple-minded and scientifically unsophisticated modern 
classical forbears like Galileo and Newton. Such is far 
frohi being the case, and Eddington is unhappily the best 
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proof of the distance. “Our chief reason,” writes Russell, 
“for not regarding a wave as a physical object seems to be 
that it is not indestructible.” Since science simply must 
have something indestructible, something eternal and im- 
mutable, consequently, as Russell goes on to say, “We 
seem driven to the view advocated by Eddington, that 
there are certain invariants [i.e. “mathematical invari- 
ants resulting from our formula for interval”] and that 
(with some degree of inaccuracy) our senses and our com- 
mon sense have singled them out as deserving names!^ * 
Shades of Plato and Galileo? Yes! But also, alas! for 
Galileo (though not for Plato). What Eddington and 
Russell (at that time) consider as deserving names are 
not secondary qualities but such primary things of science 
as (among others) energy and mass! The primacy of 
“mathematical invariants” originally served Eddington as 
basis for his Idealism. Later on, pointer-readings partially, 
but not wholly, superseded mathematical invariants and 
in consequence his Religious Mysticism partially, but not 
wholly, superseded his Idealism. This progress— or more 
accurately said — ^this progression is in a fairly natural 
line and as straight as can be expected in the circum- 
stances.f Russell’s own “line of progression” which is 
neither straight nor single will be considered further o^. 

Philosophers too were all the time in possession of the 
same Grtfk formula and were not outdone by the scien- 
tists in assiduity and virtuosity in using it. If modem 
philosophers have frequently lagged behind the scientists 
it is because they have had to wait until scientists from 
time to time decided what they were going to include as 
constiluents of ultimate Scientific Reality and what they 

* itnoZyw of Matter (1927) » PP- 82-83; italics xrune. 

t For a meticulous and merciless expose of the philosophic pre- 
Undons of EddingtonT Jeans et. of., see S. Stebtog, Pkilosapky 
ved the Physicists (Methuen, 1937). 
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were going to eject or discard therefrom ; for it is out of the 
changing discards of scientists that philosophers in one 
way or another have had principally to build up and fill up 
their systems of Metaphysical Reality. As all-inclusive 
ideological receptacles of Ultimate Reality; scientists have 
used in various combinations Space, Time and Matter, 
and the so-called ^‘materialistic’’ philosophers have fol- 
lowed them with simple devotion;* while “idealistic” phi- 
losophers, for corresponding purposes have, in various 
combinations, used Sensation, Perception, Consciousness, 
Idea and Mind. The straddling or half-and-half philoso- 
phers — ^who are in the vast majority — ^have had one in- 

*One of the more bizarre of the absurdities now being given 
wide currency is that Communism is the source of Materialism, 
if not really identical with it. Whereas of course the illustrious 
fathers and founders of Materialistic Philosophy are none other 
than Galileo, Descartes and Newton. As for the differences be- 
tween the Newtonian and Marxian varieties of Materialism they 
unquestionably redound to the favor of the latter. For Newtonian 
materialism, apart from its appalling i|i|elkctual poverty, is such 
a childishly dreary mechanical affair — an unimaginative push-and- 
pull business. But the Marxian Materialism goes along in ever 
more novel ways, developing itself and the universe (at the same 
time) in accordance with the magic^ antics of the Hegelian Ideal- 
istic dialectics secreted in its vitals. Whatever one may think of 
the philosophical value of Idealistic Magic (even when seemingly 
covered up with materialistic sober-sense), every fair mind must 
admit that the Magic does confer on the philosophy appropriating 
it the semblance if not the substance of organismic character. And 
almost any organismic philosophy, no matter how bad, is better 
than any mechanical philosophy no matter how good. 

A cognate absurdity, and no less bizarre, sedulously bdng culti- 
vated by the same people, in the same quarters and for the same 
ends, is that only Marx (or only a ^^materialist” like Marx) could 
believe and teach that “religion is the opium of the masses/’ This 
report is the product of nothing but ignorance and superstition, 
or if not of these two, then of something much worse: malice 
aforethought. For so high-minded and genuinely “idealistic** a 
thinker as John Ruskin believed and taught precisely the same 
thing: “Our national religion,” says Ruskin in Sesame amd LiHes, 
“i$ the performance of church ceremonies and preaching of sopo- 
ri^ truths (or untruths) to keep the mob quii^y at work, widte 
we amuse oursdives.” 



INTRODUCTION 


S6 

tellectual foot precariously poised on Matter and the other 
precariously poised on Mind, their systems precariously 
swaying over the yawning gulf between. 

With the impartiality possible only to theory purely 
and completely disconnected from actuality, the Greek 
formula has worked, in all cases and in all respects, for 
scientists and philosophers alike. When read backwards 
and applied cx post facto, it obligingly confers all highest 
^‘scientific” or “metaphysical” blessings if, when and 
as desired. It works with endless perfection, like a syllo- 
gism — indeed like a charm. 

VIII 

Philosophy, whatever else it may be, is an enterprise of 
thought. Whether a philosopher’s reasons are good or bad, 
really reasons or only rationalizations is as the case may 
be — and what it may be in any given case is itself discov- 
erable only by using a method or process involving reason- 
ing. To establish that it is the one or the other we must 
establish the reasons for that determination. Philosophy, 
James somewhere said, is an obstinate attempt to think 
clearly. If in the works of philosophers the obstinacy is 
sometimes more pronounced than the clarity, well, that 
is just 'additional evidence (if such be needed) that philo^ 
ophers are human beings and that philosophy is not a 
Transcendental unveilment of Preembodied Thought, 
Eternal and Immutable, but is a thoroughly human enter-^ 
prise, an historical activity, and like all human historical 
activities, consequently displays the temporal powers and 
deficiencies of person, period and place. 

Dewey is indefatigable in criticism of ancient classical 
philosophy. If repeating in one’s own works what the 
ancients wrote in theirs makes one a classicist, then 
Dewey certainly isn’t one. But if doing for and with the 
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cultural material of one’s own epoch what the classicals 
did for and with theirs makes one a classicist, then of all 
modem and contemporary philosophers Dewey has the 
best claim to the title. For what did Plato and Aristotle — 
considering their work from the fundamental standpoint 
of philosophic method — ^what did they do? They analyzed 
and evaluated the science of their time, and in terms of 
their analyses and evaluations constructed their philoso- 
phies, their theories of knowledge, mind and nature. About 
this there can be no sensible doubt. It is serially written 
on almost every page of Plato’s Dkdogues and it is the 
undebatable purpose of Aristotle’s logic: the five books of 
the Organon systematically bring together, codify and 
amplify the series of principles, methods and rules the 
Academy and the Lyceum found in and developed out ol 
the Greek sciences. Of course the philosophies of Plato 
and Aristotle are not the same as the sciences of that pe- 
riod. Philosophy is not identical with science. But the 
reasons and methods of reasoning, fii Plato and Aristotle, 
aie in part a direct transcription and in part a develop- 
ment and adaptation for the usages of philosophy, of the, 
reasons and the methods of reasoning exemplified in an- 
cient mathematics primarily and ancient medicine very 
secondarily. 

Now Dewey’s whole philosophic effort is concerned 
with doing for our epoch what the classicals did for theirs. 
Just as they took their science as exemplar of what knowl- 
edge is, and the method of their science as standard of the 
method of knowing, so Dewey takes modem science as 
exemplar of what knowledge is, and the method of mod- 
em science as sUndard of the method of knowing. But of 
course there is one great difference between Dewey and his 
classical forbears. They could approach most if not all 
their philosophic problems and “attack them” to quote 
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James “as if there were no official answer preoccupying 
the field.” That is an advantage no subsequent philoso- 
pher has ever been able to enjoy. After more than two 
millennia, Plato and Aristotle still preoccupy the philoso- 
phic field, and never sb securely and completely as when 
unofficially. 

Experimentalism is one of the two basic terms Dewey 
has used to designate his philosophy. The other is instru^ 
mentalism. The latter designation was the one first used, 
and though it has never been discarded or disavowed, it 
has, in recent years, been allowed to recede into secondary 
place. And that is where it rightfully or logically belongs 
because the basis of Dewey’s constructive philosophy is 
his analysis and evaluation of experiment. The primary 
designation of Dewey’s whole philosophy is experimen- 
talism because it^ foundation is his philosophy of the ex-> 
periment. 

That the method of experimentation is the very essence 
of the method of modern science is the flesh and blood 
(not the bone) over which Dewey’s whole philosophy con- 
tends. Grant that Dewey’s analysis of scientific experi- 
mentation is in its principal contentions sound and valid 
and you will have to grant that pretty much everything 
else fundamental in his philosophy is sound and valfe. 
Deny the general validity of his claim concerning the 
place and function of experimentation in scientific method 
and then, no matter how much else of his philosophy you 
may like and accept, it will be a liking and accepting of 
thises and thats. Which of course is the thing to do — ^if 
you are interested in doing that sort of thing. But to pick 
an, idea up here and another down there and to bundle 
the disconnected pickings tc^ether with heterogeneous 
pieces of memorial string is not understanding a philoso- 
phy— whatever else it may be* 
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I do not of course '^ean that a philosophy is a philoso* 
phy only when everything in it is flawlessly interrelated 
or hangs perfectly together (and therefore can only be 
understood when understood this way). Still less do I 
mean that a philosophy is a philosophy only when it has 
a stated principle or set of principles from which every- 
thing else in it “deductively^^ comes down with the flow- 
ing inevitability of logical precision. As for the first, no 
philosophy ever written has been without errors, slips, 
gaps, obscurities, confusions, vaguenesses, mistakes, con- 
tradictions and other insufficiencies of one logical sort and 
another. And as for the second, it is seven parts myth and 
three parts folly to believe there is any system (philo- 
sophic, scientific or mathematical) that has, to. start with, 
just so many axioms, so many postulates, so many defi- 
nitions, and has, to end up with, just so many theorems — 
the latter “deduced” from the former by logical squeeze. 
What I do mean is this: every philosophy, if it is a phi- 
losophy to be taken seriously a't kll, has some vital or- 
gans and they, on the cemtents in the philosopher’s system, 
perform functions very much like th6se performed on the 
contents of his body by its vital organs. And, naturally 
there are all sorts of malcoordinations, imbalances and 
waste products in both cases. 

The fact that every great philosc^hy has some vital* 
izing and organizing center has of course nothing to do 
with determining whether the philosophy is 0 / the or- 
ganism (an “organismic philosophy”) or of the mecha- 
nism (a ^^mechanistic phflosophy”). A philosophy of the 
mechanism can be very vitally organic in the sense we 
here mean, and a philosophy of the organism can be quite 
fatally mechanical — ^just as there can be a living skeletol- 
ogy and a dead sociology. 

From one point of view, it must undoubtedly seem that 
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the issue concerning the place and function of experi- 
mentation in modern science is one that could be settled 
very easily. To determine what Greek scientists did we 
are reduced to the extremity of laboriously excogitating 
a few fragmentary records, and about such there can al- 
ways be endless dispute. But to find out what modern 
scientists do, why that should be simple, indeed a cinch. 
There are hundreds, even thousands of scientists contem- 
poraneously about and they do the same sort of scientific 
thing their modern forbears did — only better. To settle 
the issue, then, all philosophers need do is make a field 
trip to scientific laboratories and, if they don’t understand 
anything they see the scientists doing, the scientists are 
there and if you ask them they will tell. If it were as 
simple as this, simple indeed would the settlement be. But, 
alas, it is far from being so simple. For one thing to get 
philosophers to make the field trips would itself be a 
difficult and complicated business. If they were willing 
and ready to do that, then perhaps half the battle would 
be over. And for another thing, even if you got them to go, 
the chances are too great that they would ask the scien- 
tists what they didn’t know and, forgetting all about 
Einstein’s advice, would listen to what they were told, g 
It is impossible to settle the philosophic issue over ex- 
perimentation simply by visiting the laboratories because 
philosophers, like other mortals (scientists included), un- 
derstand what they see as they have been accustomed to 
see and understand. Philosophers are acquainted with the 
fact that scientists have laboratories and make experi- 
ments, as well acquainted with this fact as are the scien- 
tists themselves. But acquaintance, like familiarity, breeds 
contempt rather than understanding. To understand the 
meaning of experimentation it is first of all necessary to 
get rid of an inherited set of philosophic ideas, to over- 
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come the set those ideas have given to philosophic thinking. 

The operation of the Greek formula which has domi- 
nated the interpretation of modern scientific inquiry has 
also, and to the same extent, quite naturally dominated 
the interpretation of the method of modern scientific in- 
quiry. It is obvious why and how: a theory which holds 
that the objects of scientific knowledge are eternal and 
immutable constituents of Ultimate Reality must also 
hold that no procedure that is itself not conversant with 
etemality and immutability can possibly be an integral 
part of the method of science. A fixed habit of thinking, 
like any fixed habit of doing, maintains its own procedure 
by excluding all others. And a system of ideas or method 
of interpretation that has become traditional is a social 
habit and not a “purely intellectuar* system. Wherefore 
the strange “intellectual” behavior, with respect to experi- 
mentation, that marks the great tradition in modern phi- 
losophy and also the philosophies of contemporaries — ex- 
perimentalism excepted. 

Whitehead and Russell are the two greatest of Dewey’s 
contemporaries and their philosophies are, in general 
range, as comprehensive as his. Furthermore, just as 
Dewey’s philosophy is fundamentally derivative from his 
analysis of scientific method, so their philosophies are de- 
rivative from their analyses of the same. There is there- 
fore a genuine basis for comparatively studying these 
three philosophies. The method of contrast and compari- 
son is particularly valuable in an introductory enterprise. 
By taking these three philosophies together we shall be 
able to see more clearly than any other way what are the 
fundamental issues involved and what are the main meth- 
odological consequences that result for philosophy from 
making practical experimentation an integral part of the 
procedure of scientific method. 
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Of course one doesn’t have to be Dewey or a Dcweyan 
to recognize that, as a matter of indisputable fact, experi- 
mentation has had something to do with the advance 
of modern science. This is one of those “stubborn facts” 
— ^to use James’ phrase — that cannot be denied, though 
like everything else it can be minimized or ignored. And 
contemporary philosophers do persistently minimize and 
then ignore experimentation in science,* even when, as not 
too frequently happens, they seem intent on doing other- 
wise. Thus, for instance, Whitehead: 

The reason why we are on a higher imaginative level 
is not because we have finer imaginations, but because 
we have better instruments. In science, the most im- 
portant thing that has happened during the last forty 
years is the advance in instrumental design. This ad- 
vance is partly due to a few men of genius such as 
Michelson and the German opticians. It is also due to 
the progress of technological processes of manufacture, 
particularly in the region of metallurgy. The designer 
has now at his disposal a variety of material of dSer- 

ing physical properties These instruments have put 

thought onto a new level. A fresh instrument serves the 
same purpose as foreign travel; it shows things in un- 
usual combinations. The gain is more than an addition; 
it is a transformation, {Science and the Modern WorM 
[1925], pp. 166-167; italics mine.) 7 

Coming from a philosopher who is, by reputation and 
in fact, free of the double taint of experimentalism and 
instrumentalism, the above tribute is handsome, and taken 
by itself as tribute, is as handsome as any experimentalist- 
instrumentalist could pay. But philosophy is not a rhetori- 
cal enterprise of paying tributes — as no one knows better 
than Whitehead. It is a critical and evaluative enterprise 

* Sdf^ce, hereinafter, means “modem sdeqce” unless otherwise 
qualified. 
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of thought. This being the case^ and it also being the case 
that recent experimentation has contributed not merely to 
the gross technological progress of science but to the de- 
velopment and uplifting of tiiat finest and purest aspect of 
science, as of human experience, namely, its “imaginative 
thought,” should not the analysis and evaluation of experi- 
mentation be a proper and significant part of the philo- 
sophic task? Are not the implications of the statement 
quoted as deserving of Whitehead’s careful and faithful 
exploration as any other of comparable importance — for 
surely the uplifting of thought to a higher imaginative 
level is very important? And these questions are particu- 
larly relevant in Whitehead’s case for he and not another 
wrote four years after the above citation: 

Whatever is found in 'practice’ must lie within the 
scope of the metaphysical description. When the de- 
scription fails to include the 'practice’, the metaphysics 
is inadequate and requires revision. There can be no 
appeal to practice to supplem^t metaphysics, so long 
as we remain contented with our metaphysical doc- 
trines. Metaphysics is nothing but the description of the 
generalities which apply to all the details of practice. 
(Process and Reality — ^An Essay in Cosmology [1929] 
p. 19; italics mine.) 

That experimentation is the 'practice’ of science is cer- 
tainly not something for which we need argue. Moreover, 
since the 'practice’ of science at least sometimes exerts a 
decisive, transformative influence upon the 'theory’ of 
science there are two reasons (and both mandatory, one 
should think) for including experimentation within <me’s 
inetaph3;*^cal scope. For “in one sense Science and Phi- 
losophy are merely different aspects of one great enter- 
prise of the human mind.” * But despite his own doctrines 
metaphysically general, and his own observations sden- 
^Adsmtures ef Ideas (1933), p. 179. 
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tifically particular, Whitehead most definitely believes 
otherwise — when it is the ‘practice’ of experimentation 
that is at issue. His conclusive (and comprehensive) 
staccato word on the subject is this: “Discussions on the 
method of science wander off onto the topic of experiment. 
But experiment is nothing else than a mode of cooking the 
facts for the sake of exemplifying the law.” * To damn 
with faint praise is an old established custom, in philoso- 
phy and out; but to dismiss, as beneath consideration, 
after making acknowledgments for extraordinary services 
rendered is rather new — in philosophy at least! 

Certainly Michelson’s genius and experiments, the 
work of the German opticians, the perfected processes of 
metallurgical manufacture, are constituent and contribu- 
tory bases of the theoretical scientific achievements of the 
past forty years and more. But to select these instances of 
contributions made by experiments and instruments to 
the development of scientific theory, as if they were 

Adventures of Ideas p. Ill; italics mine. “Conclusive and com> 
prehensive” not merely because in the last volume of his philo- 
sophic ‘trilogy.’ The Preface states that “the three hooksScience 
and the Modern World, Process and Reality, Adventures of Ideas 
— are an endeavor to express a way of understanding things . . . 
each book can be read separately ; but they supplement each other’s 
omissions and compressions.” However it may be in other respeetjf 
the Indexes to all three books concur in omitting the term experi* 
ment or any of its linguistic derivatives. This is not due to 
systematic carelessness but is indicative of Whitehead’s estimation 
of experimentation as of negligible philosophic import. Experiment 
finds no place in any of Whitehead’s philosophical books. Neither 
is the term experiment or any of its derivatives philosophic enough 
or relevant enough for discussions of the nature of science to find 
a place in the Indexes of; Russell’s Our Knowledge of the External 
World (1914), The Analysis of Mind (1921), Philosophy (1927), 
The Analysis of Matter (1927) ; Broad’s Scientific Thought (1925), 
Eddington’s The Nature of the Physical World (1928); and, to 
come down to the positively logical revelation of the nature of 
science Carnap’s The Logical Syntax of Language (1937), These 
Indexes no more than Whitehead’s arc systematically careless; 
they are carefully and select! vdy philosophical as the reader can 
find out by reading the books. 
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unique and isolated cases, is not only to be historically in- 
accurate but — ^what is much worse — to be philosophically, 
logically, metaphysically, cosmologically and scientifically 
unsound. Without historical antecedents, it will be 
granted, the existential occurrence of the experiments and 
instruments would be sherrly miraculous. But it is surely 
also as clear that were the birth of the instruments and 
experiments never so normal and natural, their contribu- 
tion to the development of theoretical science — their rais- 
ing of the level of imaginative thought — would be a sheer 
case of miraculous intervention (levitation, if you can 
pardon a puif) unless they were elements integrally June- 
Honing in the methodology of science. Miracle for miracle 
— occurrence or intervention — the one is as bad as, if not 
worse than, the other. 

When Whitehead says: ^‘Michelson^s experiment could 
not have been made earlier than it was. It required the 
general advance in technology and Michelson’s experi- 
mental genius,” he avoids making the occurrence of the 
experiment a miraculous event. But he does nothing to 
relieve the miraculous quality of its consequences or ef- 
fects. Indeed, he is forced, will-he, nill-he, to leave it as 
miraculous — forced because he isolates the past forty 
years’ experimentation, because his tribute is nothing 
more than a tribute, of the character of a ceremonial com- 
pliment which, having been paid, he can then pass on to 
really serious things. That Whitehead does isolate recent 
experimentation (with respect to its “intervention”), does 
take it out of historical continuity and technical continu- 
ity in the development of the method of science is most 
clearly and briefly revealed in his statement concerning 
Galileo in the paragraph immediately preceding the last 
quotation; \ 

Galileo dropped heavy bodies from the top of the lean^ 
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ing Tower of Pisa, and demonstrated that bodies of dif- 
ferent weights, if released simultaneously, would reach 
the earth together. So far as experimental skill, and 
delicacy of apparatus were concerned, this experiment 
could have been made at any time within the preced- 
ing five thousand years. The ideas involved merely 
concerned weight and speed of travel, ideas which are 
familiar in ordinary life. The whole set of ideas might 
have been familiar to the family of King Minos of 
Crete, as they dropped pebbles into the sea from high 
battlements rising from the shore.^ 

Now it is simply not the case that in Galileo’s experi- 
ment (taking the Pisa experiment to be his), ‘‘the ideas 
involved merely concerned weight and speed of travel 
which are familiar in ordinary life” — (though what is 
merely about such ideas, even if the experiment was 
merely about them is surely strange to tell; as strange as 
it would be to tell what is merely about the measurement 
of the velocity of light, or the measurement of an3d;hing.) 
Any more than the apocryphal Newtonian experiment in- 
volved ideas merely concerned with the falling of an apple 
on a human head — though the occurrence of falling ap- 
ples is very familiar in ordinary life, something that ob- 
viously cannot be said even for the mere existential oc- 
currence of light and heavy bodies falling at differe|(t 
rates. Galileo’s Pisa experiment involved the fundamental 
ideas of Aristotelian physics and cosmology, and though 
familiar at that time to some, they were not of ordinary 
life. That the earth was the fixed center of the physical 
universe was then familiarly believed; but that the earth 
is “the end of motion for those things which are heavy, 

^ Scknce and the Modem World, pp. 167-168 ; italics mine. Schol- 
arship since Whitehead wrote the a^ve has pretty conclusively de- 
termined that Galileo ^dn’t perform the Pisa experiment. But 
whether he did or not is of purely antiquarian intwest. For if he 
didnt ^op weights from the Tower of Pisa, he did roll balls down 
an jincluied, plane and did many other esqpeximental 
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and the celestial spheres ... the end of motion for those 
things whose natures lead them upwards” * arc not ideas 
which ordinary life casts up in the routine course of the 
day. This teleological cosmology — the ^‘rational” basis for 
the Aristotelian dogma that heavy and light bodies fall 
at different rates — required for its working out and logical 
perfecting the whole great line of Greek thinkers which 
Aristotle closed. And what Galileo^s Pisa experiment did 
was to destroy the Aristotelian cosmology and physics and 
lay the foundations for the new physics and the new cos- 
mology.f 

Russell, who sometimes has more, and sometimes less 
but at no time any serious philosophic (or logical) use for 
the topic of exf)eriment, has nevertheless, with his usual 
clarity, summarized the case for the Pisa experiment: 

Before Galileo, people believed themselves possessed 
of immense knowledge on all the most interesting ques- 
tions in physics. He established certain facts as to the 
way in which bodies fall, not interesting on their 
own account, but of quite immeasurable interest as ex- 
amples of real knowledge and of Oi.new method yfhose 
future fruitfulness he himself divined. But his few 
facts sufficed to destroy the whole vast system of sup- 
posed knowledge handed down from Aristotle, as even 
the palest morning sun suffices to extingui^ the stars. 
(pur Knowledge of the External World, p. 240; italics 
mine.) 

Making an experiment or fashioning an instrument may 
well be likened to foreign travel. But it is a commonplace 

* lb., p. n ; italics mine. 

t The falling of the apple is an apocryphal experiment but it pop- 
ularly (and not too inaccurately) symbolizes Newton’s scl^tific 
achievement as summed up in his Law of Gravitation. Similarly 
the Pisa experiment s^yrmbolizes Ci^lileo’s scientihe work. Good 
ddiolarship is good, I know, but a good symbol is oftentimes better 
--^f course when it does not deny hut reveals the meanings disclosed 
by good Scholarship. 
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that foreign travel is not even additive, let alone trans- 
formative, but vulgarly agglutinative unless the traveler, 
before his travels, has leomt how to make his ordinary, 
every day, common doings, experiences of value. Educa- 
tion, like so much else, if it does not begin at home, does 
not continue abroad. And the Pisa experiment very accu- 
rately symbolizes the period and the process of homely 
learning how modern scientific man had to first go through 
to make himself ready and to equip himself for the con- 
tinuation of his education in ever new foreign parts 
unknown. 

The family of King Minos or, for that matter, the fam- 
ilies of cliff-dwellers could have dropped pebbles and the 
like, and most probably did^ — the cliff-dwellers at any 
rate. They could also have noted the weights of the 
pebbles, watched their speed of fall, and observed whether 
or not they landed together. They had the pebbles and 
cliffs, the hands to heft and the eyes to see. They had the 
equipment or apparatus necessary. But whatever ideas 
these doings could have involved for them, they could not 
have involved the ideas of the Pisa performance. For the 
Pisa event was not just a dropping or letting things fall. 
Nor was it just an observing of what took place or hap- 
pened when they did fall. It was a deliberate, not a casii(fll 
act; and it was deliberate, furthermore, not in the gen- 
eral sense that Galileo didn’t act impulsively, on the^spur 
of the moment, but had “thought about it” first; the act 
was deliberate in the scientific sense of being performed 
with a view to fulfilling an intellectual end: it was a 
dropping or letting fall of different weights for the pur- 
pose of testing a set of ideas. Because the Pisa perform- 
ance carried within itself this scientific end-in-view, the 
two different weights could, as they fell, carry the Aris- 
totelian physics and cosmology down with them; and 
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could, when they touched ground, cause a new physics 
and cosmology to arise. 

The Pisa performance was even more than an experi- 
ment: it was the introduction and establishment of the 
new method of experimentation. Pisa, as a. symbol in the 
history of thought, marks the death of Aristotelianized 
medievalism and celebrates the birth of intelligence in 
the modern world. 


IX 

“The work of Galileo was not a development, but a 
revolution.”* Like all revolutions it started something 
which led to further developments. Hence it is true to 
say, as does Russell, that Galileo’s few facts sufficed to 
destroy the whole vast system of Aristotelian knowledge 
if you take the statement, not literally, but proleptically, 
and if you talie “the few facts” to mean the new method 
of inquiry Galileo established (of F^ich new method the 
few facts were the then result) . And by taking the state- 
ment proleptically, I mean taking it that way todayx after 
some three hundred years of continuous use and develop- 
ment, the new method of scientific inquiry has succeeded 
in finally destroying Aristotelianism in the technical fidids 
of the most important natural sciences; but Aristotelian- 
ism (including the Platonism it both supports and is sup- 
ported by) is very much alive and kicking in our current 
culture generally and in our social “sciences,” philoso- 
phies and logics in particular. 

Why is it that in the technical fields of science, the rev- 
olution in method initiated by Galileo has already been 
substantially completed, has, in our time, carried through 
its last fundamental reform, whereas in other fields, in- 
cluding fields as intellectual as philosophy and logic, the 

* Infra, p. 324. 
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revolution is just about now seriously getting under way? 
The easy answer is to invoke a distinction between ‘*natu- 
ral^* sciences and ‘‘social” sciences — ^leaving it up to 
philosophy and logic to “crash” into the one class or the 
other or stay out on the limb. This answer is easy, if not 
very neat; but it is just too easy to make any explanatory 
sense. The “distinction” simply repeats, as an explanation, 
the fact to be explained. It is the “logic of explanation” 
of ancient and medieval vintage working over their time: 
opium puts to sleep because of its dormative power; there 
is a difference in the development of scientific investiga- 
tion of the natural and the social because the former is 
“natural” and the latter “social.” 

The backwardness of philosophy, logic and all social 
inquiries does not explain the forwardness of the natural 
sciences. It simply exposes and emphasizes the need for 
an explanation. De-socialize the natural sciences as much 
as you like, place them, if you will, completely outside the 
boundaries of human society in a realm or sphere apart, 
above or below, you have not thereby answered the ques- 
tion the contrast raises: you have only stated it; you have 
not thereby solved the problem it involves: you have only 
posed it. Let it be granted, for the sake of argument, th^ 
the natural sciences are now beyond the reach of 
fluence or connection with social institutions, forces and 
all that goes with the latter. It is an undeniable fact of 
modern history — let alone of all human history — ^that 
they were not always there.* Hence the more you conceive 
the social to be retarding or iiiherently inimical to the 
development of science, the more must the “natural” sci- 
ences have been able to overcome in reaching their pres- 
ent estate* In so far as the “natural” sciences are new 

♦ It is also uadebatahle that they are not there always now; wit- 
the transfer of “science” from the laboratories to the ch^- 
cellenes of Germany and Italy. 
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distinguished and distinguishable from the ^‘social” sci- 
ences it is a distinction they have achieved; it is a result, 
not a gift (‘‘something given’* or a “datum”); it is a 
consequence, not a cause. The invocation of the “dis- 
tinction” between “natural” and “social” subject-matters 
to explain the differences between “natural” and “social” 
sciences doesn’t even explain the differences away. It just 
leaves them precisely where and as it finds them.* 

A philosophy or logic of science cannot, without being 
foolish, take refuge in a “distinction” in subject-matter to 
explain the advance of the natural sciences in modem 
times. And the more the “distinction” is asserted to be 
in return natura as a ground for the explanation the greater 
the folly of the philosophy or logic becomes. The evidence 
of Aristotelian physics is sufficient to prove this conclu- 
sively. The subject-matter (of or in Nature) did not 
change when Galileo appeared. What did change was the 
method of investigating the subject-matter. And the em- 
ployment and development of that method resulted in 
the consequences which we now call the “natural” sciences. 
If Aristotle were suddenly recalled to life, he would think 
our “natural” sciences most i^wnatural. In fact, it is not 
necessary to recall Aristotle to life to get this “test.” 
When Eddington “goes Aristotelian” (unbeknownst to 
himself) we have the same result. And of course Edding- 
ton is not the only one who “goes” this way. The sphere 
or domain of operation of the Greek formula is far more 
embradve. 

A discussion of the obstacles in the way of employing 
the method initiated by GalOeo in the fields of philosophy 
and the social sciences is not here in point. Obviously, that 

* There is a reverse form of the argument critidzed, whidh starts 
with the social (or economic) as omnipotent and then the 

sdqices become a reflection or duplicatimi of the “social.” 
An absuirdlty stated in leverse ia still an absntdity. 
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question cannot be intelligently examined and discussed 
until judgment has been reached as to what is the method 
that has made the natural sciences so forward. And herein 
precisely lies the importance ot the analysis of method in 
the physical sciences for the philosopher — for the philoso- 
pher, at any rate, of Dewey^s sort. For Dewey, the “natu- 
ral” (or physical) is not a realm disconnected and set 
apart from the “social” (or mental). There is not, for 
him, an abyss between the two. If there were an abyss, 
then the business of the philosopher would be to stay on 
his side of it — on whichever side he decided a philosopher 
belonged. And if, defying the impossible, he chose botk 
sides and persisted in flitting across the abyss, to and fro, 
one could of course admire him for his miraculous versa- 
tility, but one could not learn anything from him, any 
time he came across from the “other” side. For though he, 
being a miraculous philosopher, could flit across the abyss, 
the abyss being in Nature, would absolutely prevent the 
transportation of goods. 

Because Dewey does not believe there is an abyss be- 
tween the ‘natural and the ‘sociaF the study of the 
method of investigation employed in the so-called natural 
sciences is of primary philosophic concern. For there the 
method has been most consistently employed, most cadl- 
fully and successfully developed, has resulted in the most 
important body of tested knowledge we possess. To study 
the method there is, consequently, the best place to study 
it. And since there is no abyss between the ‘naturaP and 
Jthe ‘social’ it is not only possible, but certain, that some 
of the goods can be transported. And they need not be 
transportable bodily — ^like furniture in a van — -to ful- 
fill the necessary conditions of valuable transportation. 

When a “distinction” in subject-matter between the 
“natural” (physical) and “social” (mental) is us^ as 
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ground for explaining the differences between the “natu- 
ral” (physical) and “social” (mental) sciences, the “dis- 
tinction,” if it does not start out as a variant term for 
“separation,” is forced to grow into an assertion of an 
abysmal separation in order to maintain itself. And when 
the so-called natural sciences are separated from the social, 
are taken out of their context in human history, and out 
of relation to human activity, then an adequate and satis- 
factory explanation of the natural sciences themselves be- 
comes impossible. 


X 

There are certain “gross or macroscopic” features, char- 
acteristic of scientific history from Galileo and Newton 
to Michelson and Einstein about which there is no serious 
disagreement. 

All, for example, agree that science is in constant pro- 
cess of change. When this comprehensive feature is ex- 
amined more closely or finely it is also universally agreed 
that the changes are continuous but irregular: that some- 
times they succeed each other more rapidly, sometimes 
more slowly; sometimes they are more pronounced in one 
scientific area, sometimes in another; sometimes they are 
fundamental — Shaving to do with the foundations of sci- 
ence — and sometimes they are, not trivfal, but concerned 
with details. 

It is agreed also that ch^ges in science, as overtly dis- 
played in its history, are roughly of two general kinds: 
changes of addition or expansion; and changes of sub- 
straction or correction (revision). And it is also agreed 
that these two kinds are not separate and distinct, hav- 
ing nothing to do with each other, but are related and 
injteractive: sometimes the addition of new scientific 
knowledge or expansion of sdentific inquiry into new 
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areas reacts back into the old, requiring the making of ' 
corrections or revisions in the latter; sometimes it is the 
reverse interaction that takes place — correction or re- 
visi<Mi of old knowledge initiating or determining expan- 
sion into new fields, 

It is also agreed that the corrections and expansions in 
science to be scientific must be developments proceeding 
or issuing from the methods of inquiry and the knowledge 
gained through inquiry. Any correction or expansion that 
is made in response to pressures exerted by non- or extra- 
scientific forces, or that is not submitted to the tests 
that have been developed through employment of the 
method of inquiry is not science. Keep science in its con- 
text of other human enterprises, and what this means is 
perfectly clear. It means that certain methods, rules, prin- 
ciples, standards have been developed by human beings 
and that these define science. There is no area or subject- 
matter that is inherently or “by Nature” non- or extra- 
scientific. But for any item of knowledge involving any 
subject-matter or area to be an item of scientific knowl- 
edge, that item must go through the processes and pass 
the tests that have themselves been tested and established 
through prior inquiries and that define what science is. 

The integrity of science is not preserved, any mSe 
than it is established, by giving it an “autonomy” that 
separates it and makes it “independent” of human ac- 
tivity. It is not preserved — ^because science is changing, 
both in items of knowledge and in details of its methods. 
The methods are being developed, the tests are made more 
rigorous, the analyses more precise. If the body of scien- 
tific knowledge, or the method of scientific inquiry, is sep- 
arated from human activity, given a trans-human “au- 
tonomy,” then It loses, not gains, its integrity. For then 
how explain the changes? But as a human activity, $den- 
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tific knowledge and scientific method have the integrity 
and ^'autonomy” of any enterprise tested by methods de- 
veloped in the course of human experience. Baking bread 
is a method of treating and preparing materials for hu- 
man consumption developed out of baking bread. The first 
bakers of bread were not as expert as bakers today. Look- 
ing backwards, bakers of today may indeed not consider 
them to have been really bakers of bread at all. However 
that may be, bakers of bread today have their methods, 
standards and tests. And anything to be bread has to pass 
those tests. In this sense, baking too is “autonomous.” 

If baking bread is too lowly and mean an “example”— 
or too far removed from the realm of the scientific — con- 
sider the case of geometry. Einstein, in his lyrical mo- 
ments, can write: 

She [Greece] for the first time created the intellectual 
miracle of a logical system, the assertions of which fol- 
lowed one from another with sucli rigor that not one ot 
the demonstrated propositions adWiitted of the slightest 
doubt — Euclid’s geometry, {Herbert Spencer Lecture) 

Now in so far as Euclid’s geometry was considered thus 
“miraculous” like all miracles it stopped things, didn’t 
start them, closed the road to better understanding, didn’t 
open it. It took geometers just about two thousand years 
to get over all the stultifying consequences of that miracle. 
When in the second quarter of the nineteenth century, 
non-Eudidean geometries began to appear, they were, by 
the miracle-believing mathematicians, construed as outra- 
geous, perhaps even insane, attacks on the eternal his- 
toricity of Euclid’s miracle; but as the subsequent events 
have shown, the non-Euclidean geometries, by exposing 
the miracle, liberated the geometer, and contributed 
greatly to further the liberation of the philosopher, 1<^- 
cian and physicist. So that the mathematical logician can 
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write concerning the Euclidean geometry, as does Russell: 

The rigid methods employed by modern geometers 
have deposed Euclid from his pinnacle of correctness. 
Countless errors are involved in his first eight proposi- 
tions. That is to say, not only is it doubtful whether 
his axioms are true, which is a comparatively trivial 
matter, but it is certain that his propositions do not fol- 
low from the axioms which he enunciates ... it is noth- 
ing less than a scandal that he should still be taught to 
boys in England. (Mysticism and Logic, pp. 94-95.) 

It undoubtedly is a scandal that “the tedious apparatus 
of fallacious proofs for obvious truisms which constitutes 
the beginning of Euclid^* (Ib. p. 62) should be taught 
contemporary learners when a much superior apparatus of 
geometry has already been developed. But in the history 
of man’s learning geometry and the methods of rigorous 
mathematical proof, Euclid’s geometry played its good, as 
well as bad part. The methods, standards and tests now 
employed in geometry were developed by using, among 
other things, Euclid’s geometry as a method to be studied, 
revised, changed and reconstructed in terms and by means 
of methods which were the consequences of, or which were 
developed in the course of, mathematical and allied in- 
quiries. And by the same general process, the methods and 
tests are being further developed almost daily. Set Eft- 
clid’s geometry in a realm apart from human activity, and 
if correct, then its correctness is a miracle. And if not 
correct, as long as it is a miracle, there is no way of cor- 
recting it. Miracles do not submit to correction. For just 
as soon as they do they cease to be miraculous. 

It would complicate matters to no good end if we tried 
to discuss here the way in which extra- or non-scientific, 
social, political or economic forces may influence scientific 
research. But one illustration may be helpful to the gen- 
eral point. A politician orders scientists to produce, let 



IlSrtRODUCTION 77 

US say, synthetic rubber. Here, say some current thinkers, 
is a case of science receiving its direction (or perhaps I 
should say its “directive”) from “politics.” But where did 
the politician get the idea that there was a possibility of 
making synthetic rubber? To suppose he got that idea out 
of his own head is to suppose the miraculous. Also, be- 
cause the politician issues an order that synthetic rubber 
should be made — ^his order does not convert the scientific 
possibility into a scientific actuality. To believe it does, or 
to argue in a manner that presupposes it does, is to believe 
the politician is what he wants others to believe he k— ^ 
an omnipotent miracle-man. And, certainly, there is no in- 
telligent reason for believing that. The development of 
science can not be directed by the politician, big business- 
man, etc., but it can be exploited by them — which is a 
totally different thing. And science can of course also be 
starved, strangled or killed by the politician and big busi- 
nessman, by starving, strangling or killing the scientists. 

That corrections, to be scientific (or what is the same 
thing, to be worthy of intelligent acceptance), must be 
made by methods developed by inquiry, and in response 
to needs of test growing out of inquiry, is also best seen 
when science is placed in the social context and when con- 
trasted, for instance, with the “method of correcting” 
science initiated and enforced by political demands.* 

* Heisenberg, in a lecture delivered in 1934 in Berlin, said that 
Micbelson’s experiments and Einstein’s theory of relativity ‘'be- 
longed to the absolutely certain bases oi physics.” A Dr. Rossko- 
then (a high school teacher) heard the lecture and wrote in com- 
plaint to Reich Director Dr, Alfred Rosenberg, Commissioner^ ap- 
pointed by the Fuhrer to supervise the Philosophical Instruction of 
the National Socialist (Nazi) Movement: “should such a man 
[Heisenberg] occupy a chair at a German university ? In my opin- 
ion, he should be given the opportunity to make a thorough study 
of the theories of the Jews of the Einstein and Michelson type, and 
no \ doubt a concentration camp would be an appropriate spot. 
Also a charge of treason against people and race would not be out 
of place.” To which on November 24, 1934, Dr. Alfred Rosen- 
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‘‘Nazi science” isn’t something new; it is the revival of 1 
something, alas, very old. It is as old as religion and in the 
Western World the Nazi “scientific” model is the Cath- 
olic Church. The Catholic Church burnt books in the 
public place, and since losing secular control over that 
place, has continued to burn them in the silent fires of 
the Index. The Church also still outrageously falsifies 
history; witness, for example, its marginal notations to the 
Old Testament. The Church also coerced scientists into 
keeping quiet, and sometimes even succeeded in getting 
them to recant, witness, for example, the case of Galileo. 
But no scientist (or any person of intelligence) accepts 
Galileo’s recantation as science. That's the difference. 

berg, through his Staff Director, replied: “The Reich Director of 
the N.SJ).A.P., Commissioner appointed by the Leader to Super- 
vise the Philosophical Instruction of the National Socialist Move- 
ment, states in answer to your communication that he shares your 
opinion in principle. He has taken steps to draw the attention of 
Professor Heisenberg to the reprehensible passages in his speech, 
and made clear to him, in the form of a reprimand, that he must 
refrain from remarks of this nature, which have to be regarded as 
ran insult to the Movement. Unfortunately, in view of foreign opin- 
iOTif it is not possible to administer a sharper reproof to Professor 
Heisenberg or, which would certainly be desirable, to dismiss him.” 
(Quoted in The Yellow Spot, a collection of facts and documents 
relating to three years’ persecution of German Jews, with an In- 
troduction by The Bishop of Durham.' Knight Publications, New 
York, 1936.) According to Dr. Rosenberg, the unique contriBa- 
tions of the “culture-creating” Nordic blood — of which Nazi blood 
is the highest culmination^ — the unique contributions of this blood 
are “the ideals of honor and spiritual freedom.” What these Nazi 
“ideals” mean with respect to science, Dr. Rust, Reich Minister of 
Education, made clear on June 30, 1936 when, on the occasion of 
the 550th anniversary of Heidelberg he proclaimed: **The old idea 
of science based on the sovereign right of abstract intellectual ac- 
tivity has gone forever” [jc. “in Germany”]. And what Dr. Rust 
meant is completely clarified by Deutsche Justiz: publication of 
the German Ministry of Justice: “A handful of force is better than 
a sackful of justice.” Most appropriately, before the Heidelberg 
Nazi celebration, the inscription “To the Living Spirit” was re- 
placed by “To the German Spirit”; and the statue of Athena, 
Goddess of Wisdom, replaced by the German Eagle, The Nazis did 
what they could so that there may not be any Nazi-dirardapt 
note— and then some Harvard professors had to go there acr 
cept “honorary degrees”! 
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To recapitulate the macroscopic features about which 
there is complete agreement, or at any rate, no serious dis- 
agreement among philosophers: Science is in constant 
process of change; the changes are not hit-and-miss, 
hdter-skelter, sporadic innovations, interruptive and dis- 
connected shifts from one position to another, but are 
changes consequent upon employing methods of inquiry, 
and to some extent always issue out of knowledge ante- 
cedently achieved and to the rest of the extent are new 
acquisitions which in turn, and to some extent, lead back 
into prior knowledge, both of content and method; the 
changes are determined by needs and established by 
methods of test developed by and in the process of in- 
quiry; the events or changes of science are not a mere 
chronological succession but constitute an interconnected 
series indisputably exemplifying the characteristics of 
growth or development. In sum: thf ^ries of changes in 
science, from Galileo to Einstein, exhibit the continuity of 
a self-expanding and self-correcting history. 

Up to this point agreement But when you take the next 
step and assert that a philosophy or logic of science must 
be Competent to explain (or account for) this history^ 
must be able to give the reasons for its continuity and 
direction of development — ^all except Dewey and Deweyan 
experimentalists balk. No! they say. The history of science 
is one thing, and the nature of science is another. Science 
has a history, but it is not a history. Science is a system. 
And they mean by system a mathematical-logical sys^ 
tern: so many axioms, so many postulates, so many defi- 
nitions, so many theorems, all tied with inevitable de- 
ductibfiity together by so many principles (vrhich latter 
may or may n<^ also be in the system). Thus, for instance, 
Hassell: 
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There are three kinds of questions which we may ask 
concerning physics or, indeed, concerning any science. 
The first is: \^at is its logical structure, considered as 
a deductive system? What ways exist of defining the 
entities of physics and deducing the propositions from 
an initial apparatus of entities and propositions? This 
is a problem in pure mathematics, for which, in its fun- 
damental portions mathematical logic is the proper in- 
strument. {The Analysis of Matter, 1927, pp. 1-2.) 

Now when you take this to be the first or primary ques- 
tion, the second question is bound to be one you can never 
answer — unless a series of contradictions be considered an 
answer. The second question is: 

... the application of physics to the empirical world. 
This is, of course, the vital problem: although physics 
can he pursued as pure mathematics, it is not as pure 
mathematics that physics is important. What is to be 
said about the logical analysis of physics is therefore 
only a necessary preliminary to our main theme. The 
laws of physics are believed to be at least approximately 
true, although they are not logically necessary; the evi- 
dence for them is empirical. All empirical evidence con- 
sists, in the last analysis, of perceptions; thus the world 
of physics must be, in some sense, continuous with the 
world of our perceptions, since it is the latter which sup- 
plies the evidence for the lanvs of physics. (L.c.p.6; 
italics mine.) ^ 

By “application of physics to the empirical worldly 
Russell does not of course mean “application” in the vul- 
gar sense of “applied science” — ^making machines, teleg- 
raphy, radio, airplanes and so on. He means, in what 
sense, or to what degree can the mathematical-logical 
system of “physics” be said to be about the empirical 
world. Having f,rst pursued physics, as pure mathematics 
(and the purity of mathematics is its logical, «ow-empirical 
nature) the question as to how physics is connected with 
the empirical world necessarily becomes a problem. But if 
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phy^ can be pursued is pure mathematics, then in what 
sense can it be true that the laws of ph3r^cs are not logi- 
cally necessary — smce pure mathematics is pure logic (or 
vice versa) and the mathematical necessity of the one is 
the logical necessity of the other (or vice versa) ? To say 
“it is not as pure mathematics that physics is important'* 
is to misstate and confuse the case he propounds. For, 
obviously, it is not as pure mathematics that physics is 
pkysks — since its laws are not logically necessary, but 
rest on empirical evidence. 

The logical systematization of the body of knowledge 
(known as “physics”) results rather inevitably (and un- 
derstandably) in a “logical” structure or system; but if 
the systematization is of physics (and not say, of anthro- 
pology, Egyptology, or whatever else), it must be because 
physics is, at the very least, about the physical (empirical) 
world — and, at the most, m^ be of it or in it — before ever 
the logical systematization was undertaken. Russell cer- 
tainly knew when he was writing his The Analysis of Mat- 
ter that he was not writing, say, hh^il^ysis of polUics. 
One has only to read his Freedom and Organization, for 
example, and amipare the two to have conclusive eviden- 
tial proof. If, as Russell himself goes on to say, if thtf 
world of physics must be, in some sense, with 

the world of our perceptions (the em[:mcal wmrld) how 
can there be e. “second questim” concerning (in Rumdl’s 
sense of the term) “the application of phyacs to the em- 
pirical wmld?” To apply a world (the world of phj^cs) 
to a world it is already and necessaiHly continuous witibt 
(the empirical world) is a very strange thing to try to do. 
And when you try to do it, you naturally find it presents 
a difficult, “mysterious” proUem vdtich tvea the strength 
oif the matbematical4o(dcal instrument is insuffident to 
solve. Wl^ rvue sich a problena? Ot lAy try to sdve 
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suci if any one else raises it? True enough, Russell pro- 
vides himself with a verbal reason for raising the problem 
when he says: the world of physics must be, in some sense, 
continuous with the world of our perceptions. But, it is 
also true, he doesn^t provide himself for very long, for 
he goes right on to say in what sense it must be continuous, 
namely, it must be continuous in a sense sufficient to 
supply the evidence for the laws of physics. But a law of 
physics is scientifically established when the evidence for 
it is supplied. Surely, then, sufficient unto the laws must 
be the evidence thereof — as sufficient unto the continuity 
is the evidence of the laws. 

Russell’s third question, or problem, carries the self- 
contradiction to its logical conclusion. The third problem 
is presumably arrived at by combining the first and second 
problems together, by trying to fuse them in some way. 
But the “third” problem is, in fact, nothing more than a 
repetition of the “second” problem in a different form ; the 
difference being due to the desire to get out of the “second” 
problem not the outcome for physics (i.e. the solution of 
tlie “first” problem) but the outcome for metaphysics 
(i,e, the solution of the “second” problem) — or as Rus- 
sell puts it: 

... the outcome for ontology — ^i.e. [to get the answer 
to] the question: What are the ultimate existents \t 
terms of which physics is true (assuming that there are 
such)? And what is their general structure? And what 
are the relations of space-time, causality, and qualitative 
series respectively? . . . We shall find, if I am not mis- 
taken, that the objects which are mathematically prinii^ 
tive in physics, such as electrons, protons, and points in 
space-time, are all logically complex structures composed 
of entities which are metaphyskaUy more primitive, 
which may be conveniently called “events,” It is a 
matter for mathematical logic to show how to construct, 
nut of these, the objects required by the mathematical 
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physicist. It belongs also to this part of our subject to 
incjuire whether there is anything in the known world 
that is not part of this metaphysically primitive rnaterial 
of physics. Here we derive great assistance from our 
earlier epistemological inquiries, since these etiable us to 
see how physics and psychology can be included in one 
science, more concrete than the former and more com- 
prehensive than the latter. Physics, in itself, is exceed- 
ingly abstract, and reveals ordy certain mathematical 
characteristics of the material with which it deals. It does 
not tell us anything as to the intrinsic character of this 
material. Psychology is preferable in this respect . . . 
by bringing physics and perception together, we are able 
to include psychical events in the material of physics, 
and to give to physics the greater concreteness which 
results from our more intimate acquaintance with the 
subject-matter of our own experience. To show that the 
traditional separation between physics and psychology, 
mind and matter, is not metaphysically defensible, will 
be one of the purposes of this work ; but the two will be 
brought together, not by subordinating either to the 
other, but by displaying each as a logical structure com- 
posed of what, following Dr. H. M. Sheffer, we shall call 
“neutral stuff.” (Ib. pp.9-10; ita^ mine.) 

In saying that Russell, in his “third” problem caiiied 
the self-contradiction to its logical conclusion, I was, of 
course, very much in error. By tradition, “metaphysics?* 
(or “ontology”) is supposed to deal with the absolutely 
“first” or “ultimate” things (the “metaphysically prmi^ 
tive**) and hence, when you use the terms, you cannot 
help but get the feeling that at last you have hit bottom. 
But to stop increasing the “number” of problems just 
because you feel the thud of finality is to come to a 
psychological stoppage, not to reach a conclusion of logic. 
When you start with a contradiction, as Russell’s own 
mathematical-logic testes in its Theotjr of Types, you 
can go on forever, carrying the contradiction in anotimr 
“form” (or “formulation”) frean one ‘levd” (or type) 
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to the next, and never reach a logical ccmcltision because 
the hierarchy is without logical end. 

, And this is demonstrated, or at any rate, exemplified, in 
KusselPs attempts at solving his “third^^ problem. ^‘To 
bring physics and psychology together, not by subordi- 
ntUing either to the other,” is his comprehensive purpose. 
And it is reasonable to understand that by **not subor- 
dinating either to the other” is meant that with respect 
to each other they will be given some codrdinale status, 
though with respect to the “neutral stuff” anything might 
happen to them; but whatever does happen to them, be- 
cause of the activity of the neutral stuff, will happen to 
both alike. For the “stuff” is neutral — ^and will do to 
“physics” what it does to “psychology” with an equal 
mind or will (or whatever else). Or, to put it in another 
way: it is Russell’s explicitly avowed purpose to develop 
a philosophy which will bring psychology and physics 
together but which will not allow “physics” to swallow 
“psychology,” either the one definitively the other, or 
both definitively in turn. 

go into the details of Russell’s arguments is im- 
possible and also unnecessary. The statement of his 
“three questions” or problems defines the course his argu- 
ment must take. Far from its being true that only in 
mathematical-physics is “prediction” possible it is p(^ 
sible to “predict” in philosophy as welL Given RusselPs 
three problems, the general line (not the details — ^they 
vary from philosopher to philosopher, and from time to 
time in the same philosopher) is Idd down.* 

* Hus, of course, is what Dewey proved to the hilt in his Bxpe- 
fkmt and Nature and The Quest for Certainty, Given the **Greek 
lonnula” and the rest of phiiosopldc dhkpussion (with endless vari- 
ations in detail) follows as a matter or inescapable logical coume. 
In RussdI’s philosophy we have the ^*Oredk formuhi’^ working In 
its latest (or almost latest, lor there are the Logical Positi^ts} 
lnathematical4ogical dress. 
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When Rnssell is deiiling with his “first” problem — the 
world of ph}r5ics taken by itself — ^he is predominantly (if 
not always) dealing with what the title of one of his 
books called: “Our knowledge of the external world.” 
If, in dealing with the first problem, Russell cannot al- 
ways and consistently stay “outside” that is not Uirough 
lack of trying. But since he is after the mathematical- 
logical structure or S)rstem of “physics” it is inevitable 
that the sheer operation of his logical symbolism should 
every now and then drag him “inside.” 

When (having finished with the problem of the logical 
structure of “physics” as a “deductive system”) , Russell 
passes on to his second problem we find what one could 
predict, namely, that the further he gets on with his sec- 
ond problem, the further “inside” he gets. And that he 
should finally wind up so far “inside” that everything is 
“inside the head” may appear shocking to some, but is no 
logical surprise. In the statement of his second problem 
Russell, true enough, tried to protect himself: “the world 
of physics must be, in some sensis, 'continuous with the 
world of perceptions.” But three words <^er no real pro- 
tection. They are no match against the logical force of 
his whole philosophic method: 

We do not know much about the contents of any part 
of the world except our own heads; our knowledge of 
other regions, as we have seen, is wholly abstract. But 
we know our percepts, thoughts and feelings in a more 
intimate [i.e. “concrete”] ftehion. Whoever accepts the 
causal theory of perception is compiled to conclude that 
percepts are in our heads, fol they come at the end Of a 
caui^ chain of physical events leading, spatiaUy, from 
the object to the brain of the percipient. . . . ^d trith 
the theory of ^ce-time a$ a structure of evmts, ^idi 
we developed in the last two chai^rs, there is no ^rt of 
treason iat not retarding a perc^ as bdng in ^ head 
of dw peicipieitt. . . .'It ftdlows from tUb that what die 
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physiologist sees when he examines a brain is in the 
physiologist, not in the brain he is examining. What 
is in the brain by the time the physiologist examines it 
if it is dead, I do not profess to know; but while its 
owner was alive, part, at least, of the contents of his 
brain consisted of his percepts, thoughts and feelings. 
Since his brain also consisted of electrons, we are com- 
pelled to conclude that an electron is a grouping of 
events, and that, if the electron is in a human brain, 
some of the events composing it are likely to be some of 
the “mental states” of the man to whom the brain be- 
longs. . . . I do not wish to discuss what is meant by a 
“mental state”; the main point for us is that the term 
must include percepts. Thus a percept is an event or a 
group of events, each of which belongs to one or more of 
the groups constituting the electrons in the brain. This, 
I think, is the most concrete statement that can be made 
about electrons; everything else that can be said is more 
or less abstract and mathematical. (Ib. pp. 319-320; 
italics mine.) 

To ask Russell what he means by the “percept” being 
at the end of a causal chain; what he means by the causal 
chain leading, spatially f from the object to the brain; 
what he means by “physiologist” who “examines” a 
“brain” of someone else; kow he came to know that when 
the owner of a brain is dead, what the physiologist sees 
in it is different from what he sees when the owner is alive 
(though in both cases all the physiologist sees is in Hk 
head, and ke is presumably alive both times) ; what he 
means by saying the brain *‘also consisted of electrons”— 
whether he means “electrons” concretely, or only ab- 
stractly and mathematically; and if he means that elec- 
trons are “concrete” groupings of events in the same sense 
in which he means “percepts, thoughts amd feelings” are 
concretely or “intimately” known then why does the brain 
also consist of electrons? ... to a^ Russell these ques- 
tions and dosei^ like them may have value as a “logical 
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exercise*’ but he can give no answer to them other than 
the kind of answers he has already given. For the logical 
operation of his philosophic method will allow for no other 
sort of answers. 

So when Russell comes to his “third” problem, we find 
him repeating on a more generalized plane, or in terms 
of more generalized formulations, precisely what his “so- 
lution” of the “second” problem would logically lead one 
to expect (or predict) : 

On the question of the material out of which the physical 
world is constructed, the views advocated in this volume 
have, perhaps, more affinity with idealism than with 
materialism. What are called “mental” events, if we 
have been right, are part of the material of the physical 
world, and what is in our heads is the mind (witti ad- 
ditions) rather than what the physiologist sees through 
his microscope[I ] It is true that we have not suggested 
that all reality is mental. The positive arguments in fa- 
vor of such a view, whether Berkeleyan or German, ap- 
pear to me fallacious. The sceptical argument of the 
phenomenalists, that, whatever ^is^ there may be, wc 
cannot know it, is much more wSrafy of respect. (Ib. pp. 
387-388; italics mine.) 

While, on the question of the stuff of the world, the 
theoiy of the foregoing pages has certain affinities with 
idealism . . . the position advocated as regards scien- 
tific laws has more affinity with materialism than with 
idealism. , . . There are psychological laws, physiologi- 
cal laws, and chemical laws, which cannot yet be reduced 
to physical laws. (p. 388; italics mine.) 

So far as causal laws go, therefore, physics seems to be 
supreme among the sciences, not only as against other 
scienc^ of matter, but also as against the sciences that 
deal with life and mind. There is, however, one impor* 
tmtUmitatian to this. Weneedtaknowinwhat^JSrystcal 
circumstances such-and-such a percept will arise, and we 
must not neglect [!] the more intimate qualitative 
ictiowle^e which We possess concerning mental events. 
There will thus remain a c&rtain sphere which be 
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outside physics. . « . It is obvious that a man who can 
see knows things which a blind man cannot know; but a 
blind man can know the whole of physics. Thus the 
knowledge which other men have and he has not is not 
a part of physics, (p. 389; italics mine.) 

Since “there is thus a sphere excluded from physics'* 
(p. 389) the hasty reader, one insufficiently disciplined in 
the subtleties of mathematical logic, and insufficiently 
hardened by the rigors of fundamentally pure methods of 
S3nnbolic-logical proof — ^such a reader might come to the 
conclusion that Russell has, at the end, at any rate, left 
some part of “psychology” unsubordinated and unsubor- 
dinatable to “physics” (or is it vice versa?); that with 
respect to each other there is a real difference betwen the 
two; and hence has (to some extent) fulfilled his com- 
prehensive pledge given at the start: to show “how 
physics and psychology can be included in one science, 
more concrete than the former and more comprehensive 
than the latter.” Although the last quotation (p. 389) was 
taken from near the end of the book, the end of it is, 
I take it, the last sentence, or two. And the penultimate 
sentence reads as follows: 

As regards the world in general, both physical and 
mental, everything that we know of its intrinsic char- 
acter is derived from the mental side, and almost ^erf- 
thing that we know of its causal laws is derived from the 
ph3^ical side. (p. 402; italics mine.) 

The “mental side” has the edge so far because Rus- 
sell (in 1927) is not quite certain but what there may also 
be some “causal laws” which are derived from the mental 
side — whatever it is that Ru^ll here means by “derived.” 
But edge which the “mental side’^ enjoys in the penul- 
timate sentence is very idiort-Hved— as short-lived as the 
sentence. 



INTEO0UCTION *9 

Disregarding ^‘dW 'World in general,” tlie ultimate sen^ 
tence reads: 

But from the standpoint of philosophy the distinc* 
tion between physical and mentd is superpcial and un- 
red.* 


XII 

; 

‘'The question of whether we should begin with the 
simple or the complex appears to me the most important 
problem in philosophic method at the present time*^; 
the complex Dewey defines as “the gross, maaoscopic, 
crude subject-matters in primaiy experience” and the 
simple he defines as “the refined, derived objects of re- 
flection.” t Russeirs philosophy, of which we have just 
had a representative sample, is an illustrious contempo- 
rary exemplification of ihe consequences that unavoid- 
ably ensue when the method of beginning with refined, de- 
rived objects of reflection is followed. Dewey’s philoso- 
phy is a consequence of followingHe other method. The 
contrast between the two philosoidiies, whatever else it 
does, should materially help the reader to understand 

^ Other books of Russell’s give variations of the same conclusion^ 
though sometimes they may seem different. Thus in The Anotyns of 
fiini (1921): 1. “One of the main puri> 08 es of these lectures is to 
give ground for the belief that the distinction between mind and 
matter is not so fundamental as is commonly supposed.” (p. lOS) 
2 . “1 think that what has permanent value in outlook of the 
behaviorists is the feeling that physics is the most fundamenUd 
enee at present in existence.” (Preface) 3. ”AU our data, both in 
physics and psycholo^, subject to psychological causal lawsi 
but phydcal causal laws, strictly speaking, can only be stated in 
terms of matter, which ts both inferred and constructed! never a 
datum. In this respect psychology is nearer to what acUu^y 1$.”* 
(P. 308--4ast Sentence of book; italics mine throug^ut.) In all 
Russefl^s treatments of the subject, the same with limited varta* 
dons will be found. But enough^ if not too much, has already hegh 
quoted here. 

"f Infra, p. 1061; p. 1044; itahes ndne. 
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how fundanumtally serious for philosophy the issue over 
scientific method is. For Dewey and Russell both agree 
that philosophy, to be significant and intelligent, must be 
scientific, that is, must follow in its inquiries the method 
of science. With respect to these philosophies, the double- 
issue over method, scientific and philosophic, is squarely 
and explicitly joined.’*' 

But furthermore, and more generally, the contrast 
should also help the reader toward understandirig that 
fundamental differences in philosophies are not explained 
by the “personality” differences in philosophers. Just as 
the fundamental differences in the physics of Galileo and 
Aristotle, or of Einstein and Newton, are consequences 
of differences in methods of inquiry employed, so with 
respect to fundamental differences in philosophies. That 
philosophers have “personality” differences is not hereby 
denied. Neither is it denied that personality differences 
are dominant, even predominant, in many (but not all) 
philosophies. But to make “personality dWerences” the 
ground of explanation for the predominance of “person- 
ality differences” in philosophies, is to repeat as explana^ 
Hon of the fact the very fact to be explained. It is to con- 
vert a consequence into a cause; it is to set up a distinc- 
tion in subject-matter as explanation of the result of 
methods of inquiry. For it is the methods of inquiry em-f 
ployed by philosophers that make it possible for their 

* Those modem and contemporary philosophers who turn their 
backs in part or in whole on science and scientihe method and 
daim another and totally different method for philosophy (like 
Berkeley, Hegel, Bergson, and latterly Whitehead, do so because of 
and in terms oj their conception or interpretation of science and 
scientific method. Also, those who spurn science always daim 
philosophy is a “Higher Sdence’* or “Knowledge”). So that ac- 
tually the fundamental issue in ad philosophy from the time of 
Galileo b one and the same— whether frankly and expUdtly faced, 
dr left implicit and evaded. 
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‘‘personality” differences to achieve and retain predomi- 
nance in their philosophies.^ 

To determine whether inquiry should begin with refined 
objects of reflection or macroscopic subject-matters in 
primary experience is the problem philosophers are faced 
with today. In this sense it is a philosophic problem. But 
not in any other. It is the fundamental methodological 
problem of all inquiry, irrespective of the field in which 
inquiry goes on. Galileo, for example, was faced with this 
problem when he undertook to inquire into the physical 
world and the motions of physical things. Should he begin 
with the refined objects of reflection which constituted 
the Aristotelian-medieval '^science of physics”? Or should 
he begin with the macroscopic subject-matter in primary 
experience? When he decided to follow the latter method 
and climbed the Tower of Pisa to put his decision intp 
practical effect, modern science was launched upon its 
career and a revolution got under way. 

Contrariwise, the medieval scholastics remained me- 
dieval because they began with reSl^ objects of reflec- 
tion and insisted on sta3dng with them. 

Within the sphere of dialectic debate, the Scholastics 
were supremely critical. They trusted Aristotle because 
they could derive from him a coherent system of 
thought. It was a criticized trust. Unfortunately they 
did not reflect that some of his main ideas depended 
upon his direct acquaintance with experienced fact. 
They trusted to the logical coherence of the system 
as a guarantee of the unrestricted relevance of his pri- 
mary notions. Thus tiiey accepted his confusion — ^wme 
there was confusion — of superficial aspects with funda- 
mental principles of widest generality. Their method for 
the furtherance of natural knowledge was endless debatei 
unrdieved by recurrence to direct observation, Un- 

•Sec supra, p. 71. 
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fortunately also their instrument of debate, Aristotelian 
logic, was a mare superficial weapon than they deemed 
it. Automatically it kept in the background some of the 
more fundamental topics for thought. Such topics are the 
quantitative relations examined in mathematics, and the 
complex possibilities of multiple relationship within a 
system. AH these topics, and others, were kept in the 
background by Aristotelian Logic. (Whitehead: Adven^ 
tures of Ideas, pp. 149-150; italics mine.) 

As heirs of twentieth century science we can look back 
to the period before Galileo and confidently speak as Rus- 
sell does of ‘‘the whole vast system of supposed knowl- 
edge handed down from Aristotle.’’ But how did it come 
about that that knowledge was rendered supposititious? 
As heirs of quantum physics and Relativity Theory of 
Space-Time we can also look back to the vast system of 
Newtonian science, with its indestructible, eternal billiard- 
baU atoms, and its Absolutism of Space and Time, and 
with equal confidence declare that the latter is a vast sys^ 
tern of supposed knowledge. But again the same basic 
question is relevant: How did it come about that the New- 
tonian system, in its fundamentals,'^ was rendered sup- 
posititious? 

If we search for an answer to either or both of these 
vital questions (they are really two continuous parts of 
one question) by pursuing “physics” as “pure logic” or as# 
“pure mathematics” we are doomed to failure. Aristotle’s 
physics, as a logical system, was as coherent as they 
come; whereas the system of Galileo was very much 
otherwise. Similarly with the change in science that was 
realized during the past fifty years. As Russell unam- 
biguously points out; “The i^ysics of Newton, considered 

^ There are el cour^ a vast number of items of Newtonian 
knowledge that are as good today as they ever were ; and the same 
can be ^d for as comparatively large a number of items in the 
Aristotelian corpus of Imowledge. 
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as a deductive syston, had a perfection which is absent 
from the physics of the present day.”* But Galileo’s 
badly ^tematized “few facts,” not Aristotle’s well-sys- 
tematized many, are the “examples of real knowled^.” 
And the (“purely”) mathematical inferiority of present- 
day physics does not stand in the way qf its being, fmr 
scientists and philosophers (Russell himself included), 
scientifically superior knowledge. 

Of course Russell and Whitehead, when they face criti- 
cal turning-points in the history of physical inquiry of 
the gigantic sort exemplified by the change from Aris- 
totelian physics to Galilean, and from Newtonian to Ein- 
steinian, find it necessary to abandon “pure logic” and 
“pure mathematics” and they surrender to necessity. 
They introduce at such points references to “direct ob- 
servation,” “new method,” “experimental and technologi- 
cal [instrumental] progress,” but having done so, they 
immediately pass back to the consideration of {Aysics as 
“pure logic” or as “pure mathematics” leaving the inter- 
venient preceding and succeeding Ullilfory of physical in- 
quiry to take care of itself. This method of wandering 
off and on the topic of experiment hot only makes non- 
sense out of the history of scientific thou^t; it ma&es 
unintelligible the nature of science in particular and the 
nature of all knowledge in general. 

Consider s<»ne of the thmgs WhHdbead sa3rs about the 
change from the medieval-Aristotelian to the Galilean 
method of scientific knowledge-getting: 

“Galileo keeps harping mi how things haj^ien, 
whereas his adversaries had a complete theory as to 
why things haj^n. ... It is a great mistake to con- 
cave this historical revolt as an appeal to reasm. On 
the contnuy, it was through and t^ou^h an at^^td- 

Analyds of Hatter, p. 13. 
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Icctualist movement. It was the return to the contemn 
fUation of brute fact; and it was based on a recoil 
from the inflexible rationality of medieval thought** 
{Science and the Modern World, p. 12; italics mine.) 

You may well ask what is so inflexibly rational about 
^‘thought’^ which uses ‘‘endless debate” as “a method for 
the furtherance of natural knowledge.” You may also ask 
why it is that the Historical Revolt is a return to the con- 
templation of brute fact when the consequence of that 
^‘anti-rationalism” ♦ is that 

. . . although in the year 1500 Europe knew less than 
Archimedes who died in the year 212 B.C., yet in the 
year 1700, Newton’s Principia had been written and 
the world was well started on the modern epoch. {Ib, 
p. 8) 

Are we to understand that Whitehead means that mod- 
em science really is anti-rational, anti-intellectualist? 
And if so, why call it knowledge? Of course not! When 
he passes over from his contemplation of the “logical per- 
fection” of the “supremely critical dialectic debate” of the 
scholastics to his contemplation of modern science, his 
contemplation changes during the passage: 

Aristotle by his Logic throws the emphasis on classi- 
fication. The popularity of Aristotelian Logic retarded 
the advance of physical science throughout the Middl# 
Ages. If only the schoolmen had measured instead of 
classifying, how much they might have learnt! 

Classification is a halfway house between the im- 
mediate concreteness of the individual thing and tihe 
complete abstraction of mathematical notions ... in 
the procedure of relating mathematical notions to the 
facts of nature, by counting, by measurement, and by 
geomettied relations, and by types of order, the ra- 
tional contemplation is lifted. . . . Classification is 
necessary. But unless you can progress from da^fica- 

*ib. p. 
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lion to mathematics, your reasoning will not taki^ you 
very far. (lb. p. 43; italics mine.) 

Did not Galileo and his co-workers of the seventeenth 
century have something to do with introducing the ‘^pro- 
cedure of relating mathematical notions to the facts of 
nature/^ and so have something to do with **lifting the 
rational contemplation*^ Judging by Whitehead’s state- 
ment that this Historical Revolt was not an appeal to rea- 
son but was anti-intellectualist, anti-rationalist, a return 
to the contemplation of brute fact, one might be tempted 
to think not; but to yield to the temptation would be ir- 
rational, illogical: 

In the seventeenth century the influence of Aristotle 
was at its lowest, and mathematics recovered the im- 
portance of its earlier period [up to Archimedes]. It 
. was an age of great physicists and great philosophers; 
and the physicists and philosophers were alike mathe- 
maticians. ... In the age of Galileo, Descartes, Spi- 
noza, Newton, and Leibniz, mathematics was an influ- 
ence of the first magnitude in formation of philo- 
sophic ideas. But the mathematics, which now emerged 
into prominence, was a very different science from the 
mathematics of the earlier epoch. It bad gained in gen- 
erality, and had started upon its almost incredible 
modern career of piling subtlety of generalization upon 
subtlety of generalization; and of finding, with eadi 
growth of complexity, some new application, to physic 
cal science, or to philosophic thought. (Ib, p. 44; it^cs 
mine.) 

That these statements, taken together and in relationi 
don’t make sense is too obvious to need any demonstra- 
tion. But Whitdiead is not an irresponsible thinker; his 
contradictions and oscillations are not expressions of his 
“persondity.” The critical imbalance of his thought (on 
this topic anjd others) is a consequence of his method ot 
philosophic inquiry which in turn determines and is de- 
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tennined by his conception (better, ^e-conception) of 
logic and science (knowledge). A mind less original, less 
powerful and great than Whitehead’s would easily find 
^‘rest” at one extreme or the other, or at that most pre- 
carious and delusively “restful” place of all — ^at the half^ 
and-half point between.**' 

When philosophies of science (knowledge) and scien- 
tific method dismiss or neglect to take into central account 
“the topic of experiment” then are they doomed to wander 
off and wander about like the arguments of Shades in 
Purgatory who can look in both directions but can con- 
tinue in neither. 


XIII 

If the schoolmen had measured instead of classified 
they would have learned much more. But they would have 
learned immeasurably more even with their classifying if 
only they had relaxed their “inflexible rationality of 
thought” and renewed “acquaintance with experienced 
fact.” Or, to put it in Deweyan phraseology, the school- 
men would have vastly increased their real knowledge if 
they had not, by endless dialectic debate, kept themsdves 
revolving in the circle of their refined objects of reflec- 
tion and had instead turned for guidance and control to 
the gross, macroscopic, crude subject-matters in experi-^ 
ence. 

It was not the Aristotelian Logic t^t made the medie- 
valists go round in dialectic circles. It was the way th^ 
used that Logic that caused them to do that Aristotte’s 
Logic is expUcitiy based upon and explicitly refers to 
ea^rience of qualitative fact. Given the method of be- 
gmning with refined cbjects of reflection and staying with 
them, it makes no difference at all fundamentally whether 

*An this applies to Ruastil too. 
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you use a Logic of (ISassification or a Mathematics of 
Measurement. The chances are not only good, they are 
absolutely perfect, that if the schoolmen had ^^measured’’ 
instead of classified they would have remained schoolmen 
for all that. This is not a conjecture. It is a demonstrated 
certainty. For this is precisely what has happened with 
the “schoolmen” of modem and contemporary times. As 
Whitehead says: *Hhe sort of person who was a scholastic 
doctor in a medieval university, today is a scientific pro- 
fessor in a modem university.” ♦ This is not to praise the 
scholastic doctor but to damn the scientific professor.f 
And foremost among such “scientific” professors must of 
course be placed the “scientific professors of philosophy,” 
—those particularly who seek to make philosophy “sci^ 
•entific” by making it “mathematical-symbolical,” “sym- 
bolical-formal,” “positively logical,” It doesn’t have to 
work like a syllogism to be able to work like a charm! 

Aristotle’s Logic was a “superficial weapon” because 
Oreek science was exclusively concerned with the supers 
fickl qualities of natural things ^ their superficial re- 
lations (hot, cold, wet, diy, light, heavy, up, down, etc.) 
the qualities and relations, namely, that are di^layed 
•on the superficies, the qualitative faces and relations bf 
things that can be experienced by direct observation, that 
we can become acquainted with by simply lookm% at, by 

* Advenium of Ideas, p. 149 ; italics mine. There was of course 
another *‘&ort of person” too— for example, William of Occam in 
the university, and the far, far greater Roger Bacon out. 

tthe schoolmen ^^trusted Aristotle" not because he could hdj^ 
them mahe a coherent system of thought^ but because the Church, 
enforced upon them the task of ^cohering” Us doctrines. Wheteldra 
their '^criridaed trust” involved no reflection on their part con- 
•cetning the basic dependence of Aristotelian Logic upon experi- 
enced matter of fact. The Church has never been overly insisteht 
upon tumi&g .to eq^erience for guidance and knowledge. It has a 
fiupply of ^eternal knowledge” ready-made. There is no instrifl- 
4enQr, amimg ^mathematical today, of mvstery-mon- 

geripg, nor an “mathematical theokigbns” wanting, rimer. 
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beholding as a spectator. There are many qualities, many 
combinations of qualities (natural things) and a few 
large relations that can be directly experienced. And with 
such as these, taken as is, as directly or immediately ex- 
perienced, classification is the only logical thing that can 
be done. The schoolmen put Aristotle’s syllogism to the 
fore; but it is his classification that is the ^‘weapon” of 
natural science.* An3n?vay, whether they classified little 
of the natural world open to observation and syllogized 
much, the fundamental point Dewey makes over and over 
again is alone of commanding importance: no conflict was 
introduced between the world the Greeks and the school- 
men experienced (for even the schoolmen were alive, had 
eyes and ears, etc.) and their ‘‘science” of that world.f 

Aristotle’s Logic (even the syllogism alone) doesn’t 
preclude recurrence to observation or to macroscopic sub- 
ject-matter in primary experience; it encourages and fos- 
ters such recurrence. But it does absolutely, definitely 
preclude “quantitative relations.” Whitehead is tempo- 
rarily generousj to a great historical fault when he says 

* In Aristotle’s natural science (physics etc.) , relations (geomet- 
rical and spatial, such as up and down) figure. The syllogism can 
relate but cannot handle relations, A “logic of relations” is one of 
the achievements of modern logic. Aristotle perhaps would be sur- 
prised by this novel development. But he would be certainly sur- 
prised to learn that his syllogism was taken as the instrument 
investigation and not what it obviously is (and is only fitted to b6) 
— an auxiliary to classification. 

t The schoolmen when they were wrong were still wrong about 
qualities and qualitative behavior, and since what they didn’t 
Juiow couldn’t hurt them they never tried to find out whether they 
were wrong. The Church got terribly hurt when someone told thfem 
they were wrong— as Copernicus, Kepler and Galileo began to do, 
(They still get hurt in the same way and for the same reasons.) 

(Aristotle’s Logic **€ntirely leaves out of account the intercon- 
nections between real things. ... [It] renders an interconnected 
world of real things unsntettigible. The universe is ^ivered into a 
multitude of disconnected substantial things . . . But substantial 
thing cannoS call unto substantial tHng.” {Adventures of Ideas, 
pp, italics mine.) But the scbooln^, by following this 
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Aristotle’s logic “kept in the background” the “quantita- 
tive relations examined in mathematics.” For Aristotle, 
“quantitative relations” are “accidents,” of no metaphysi- 
cal (cosmological) import, mutable and changeable, not 
eternal and unchanging. Hence they are not objects of 
scientific knowledge, and a logic of science need make 
no provision for them — except to “put them in their 
place” (which is “out”). 

The change from the method of classifying and syl 
logizing without observing, to observing and classifying: 
without syllogizing, accounts for the modern progress 
made by such descriptive sciences of nature as “natural 
history.” But the great change in modem science occurred 
when the change was made from the method of classify- 
ing to the method of quantitatively measuring. 

Observation is involved in measuring; to measure the 
rate of fall, for instance, you have to observe the bodies 
falling. But observation is not all, and it is not enough. 
Eye-n>easurement of rate of fall u at best a rough es- 
timate, not a quantitative measurement of any mathe- 
matical exactitude. One method and one method only 
makes possible the modem “procedure of relating mathe- 
matical notions to the facts of nature,” namely, "the 
method of experimentation. To be able to measure quan- 
titative relations of change, it is absolutely essential to 
be able to control the changes, to stop them and start 
them, to accelerate them and retard them. If it is an ac- 
cident, then it is a very happily s3rmbolic one that at the 
outset of modem science of motion, acceleration was de« 
fined as a change in direction or velocity. For in expert 
mental control of change, a control exercised for the ob 
jective of making mathematical, quantitative measure^ 

logic by the method of endless dialectic debate, exldbited **the in 
fie^ble rationality of thooght*'! 
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ment, the two amount to the same. Otherwise they do not. 

''The procedure of rdatlng mathematical notions to 
facts of nature” is Whitehead’s phrase. And when you re- 
fuse to make experimentaHon an integral, functioning 
element in scientific procedure, "relating” is the only 
term you can use. Take experimentation out of scientific 
method and leave mathematics in, and the procedure of 
"relating” mathematics to the facts of nature blossoms 
into the great "mysterious” problem of modern and con- 
temporary philosophy, the problem, in Russell’s phrase 
"of the application of physics to the empirical world.” 
And the piling of "mathematical logic” on top of "mathe- 
matical physics” only deepens and darkens the "mystery’^ 
and increases and intensifies the msolubility of that prob^ 
blem. 

By leaving experimentation out of modern scientific 
method, there is also created a mysterious historical prob- 
lem which deserves far more attention than it has re- 
ceived. It deserves in fact the utmost philosophical at- 
tention because even a full recognition of the historical 
m3rstery might serve to stimulate universal solution of 
the modem "scientific” mystery. For "the procedure of 
relating mathematical notions to the facts of nature, by 
counting, by measurement, and by geometrical relations 
and by types of order” is an exact description of whdf 
Greek scientists tried to do. This, precisely, is what Pytha- 
goras started and what the Academy under Plato carried 
forward to the Greek end. To say that Aristotle was a 
biologist "though he was not thereby ignorant of mathe- 
matics” ^ and that Aristotle turned Greek scientific 
thought away from mathematical measurement and into 
the classificatory larocedure, is to ascribe to Aristotle an 

^Science and the .Modem World, p. 43. As a matter df fact, as 
same scholar are coming to realize, A^otle was at least as good 
a mathematidaxi as Plato, and the chances are he was much better^ 
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extraordinary influence and, moreover, of the kind be 
could not possibly have exercised over his fellow Greeks* 
‘‘Following the Leader” is not a philosophic (or intelli- 
gent) game. And Greek scientists were philosophers. 

The plain historical matter of fact is that the Pytha- 
goreans, the mathematicians, were, with respect to the 
development of Greek science and philosophy, on the 
ground floor. They were the most closely-knit Brother- 
hood of Scientists-Philosophers of the Greek world; 
Plato’s Academy was nothing more than their Athenian 
home, after being driven out of Croton in Sicily and else- 
where. The only comparable society of scientists were 
the physicians, organized by Hippocrates and they came 
later. Only superficial reading of history backwards (mak- 
ing Greek philosophers and scientists into sheepish “scho- 
lastic doctors” and Aristotle into the Church, the omnip- 
otent shepherd of the sheep) can yield the conclusion 
that Aristotle deflected the course of Greek sci^tific 
thought out of “relating mathematical notions to the facts 
of nature” into the halfway housd'^f “classifying*' those 
facts. Rather must the case have been that the Greek 
mathematical development, as a procedure of investigat- 
ing nature, quickly reached an impasse and Aristotle’s 
Logic was the only way out. And for this there is conclu- 
sive proof. 

T^ original Pythagoreans did try to ‘"relate” quanti^ 
iative measurement to natural facts. But they very soon 
had to change their whole mathematical business. For 
tibey discovered early that there was a “number” that 
w^n’t a whole number — ^namely, the square root of two. 
Before the discovery of the square root of two, P3rthag- 
oras could have said as Einstein did in X933: “Our ex- 
perience up to date justifies us in feeling sure that in Na- 
ture is actualized the ideal of mathematical simpBcity. It 
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is my conviction that pure mathematical construction en* 
ables us to discover the concepts and the laws connecting 
them which give us the key to the understanding of the 
phenomena of Nature.” But after, Pythagoras and the 
Pythagoreans (and all Greeks) were considerably shaken 
in their feeling of conviction. They had an ideal of mathe- 
matical simplicity and they stuck by that ideal. Whole 
numbers and the relations between whole numbers were 
alone ideally simple; they alone were Rational, the ob- 
ject of Pure Thought and the object of Pure Thought 
was alone Ultimate Nature. Hence the square root of two 
could not be an object of Pure Thought, could not be an 
actualization of Nature, could not be Rational. It was an 
inexpressible, an unthinkable, without any Reason in it, 
without any Measure in it — ^incommensurable, in fact. It 
was “without measure” and hence not Rational, but Ir- 
rational. Hence also, it could not possibly be used for 
“measuring Nature” or any “Ultimate thing” in Nature 
— for Ultimate Nature was a Logos, a Rationality, and 
all real actualizations in Nature were “wholes,” “measur- 
ables,” “rational numbers.” 

Though Pythagoreans differed among themselves in de- 
tails, though Aristotle differed from Plato in details, 
though Greek biologists and physicians differed from all 
the mathematicians and logicians in details, all Greek sc^ 
entists and philosophers, physicians, biologists and mathe- 
maticians agreed with each other in fundamental princi- 
ple: the rational, the measurable, the logical, the reason- 
able (they all mean the same thing) is the “whole.” And 
why did they so agree? Because the qualities, combina- 
tions of qualities (natural things) and relations between 
qualities and combinations of qualities which are directly 
observed in experience, are always “wholes.” To be able 
to “relate” mathematical notions to the “facts of nature,” 
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when those facts of nature are taken as is, taken as “some* 
thing given,” as we are directly and immediately ac- 
quainted with them, as macroscopic subject-matter in 
primary experience — to be able to “relate” mathematical 
notions to these facts of nature, the mathematical notions 
must be qualitatively like the facts to which they are to 
be “related”: they also must be qualitative wholes. 

It is a fact that with the “facts of nature” as directly 
experienced there is very little that can be done in the 
way of “relating” mathematical notions to them * And 
there is very much less that can be done when you hold 
to your ideal of mathematical simplicity that Nature must 
actualize. Hence the Greek scientists, mathematical-phil- 
osophical, and logically-mathematical, were, in their pro- 
cedure of relating mathematical notions to the facts of 
nature, rapidly reduced to the level of observing (specta- 
torially beholding) such shapes and proportional relations 
of shapes and sizes as they could, and of classifying and 
systematically analyzing and developing their static and 
“whole” relationships. (Euclideaifii geometry and Eudo- 
xian theory of ratio and proportion.) The syllogism is the 
novelty which Aristotle contributed. But the fundamental 
procedure of his logic — observation and analytical-syn- 
thetic classification — is in essentials precisely what Greek 
mathematics had come to. Aristotle^s Logic, from start to 
finish, is a logic of “wholes.” Everything else is not in 
logic (or science), because nothing else is an eternal and 
immutable part of the Logos of Ultimate Nature. 
Everything else is an “accident”: not an actualization of 
Rational Nature, but a manifestation of irrational Mat- 
ter. And among these “accidentals” — ^manifestations of 

* Even noW'— statistics apart. And to speak of 7 1/8 persons per 
square mile, etc., would have horrified the Greeks. What madness 1 
What insane irrationality ! What sacrilegious defiance of the Logos 
of Mature 1 In sum, how dreadfully unscientific, immathematicat 
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matter, not realizations of Form — ^are quantitative rela- 
tions, naturally. 

Now the great historical mystery is this: if Greek sci- 
ence is not science as we understand it (Aristotle ex- 
cepted, according to Whitehead) how account for the ex- 
traordinary difference between the success of modern sci- 
ence and the failure of Greek science in the procedure of 
relating mathematical notions to the facts of nature? 

Why did the pace suddenly quicken in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries? . . . Invention stimulated 
thought, thought quickened physical speculation, Greek 
manuscripts disclosed what the ancients had discov- 
ered. {Science and the Modem World, p. 8) 

If it is true, as Whitehead avers, that Greek science is not 
science as we understand it, then, surely, the discovery of 
Greek manuscripts could not have exercised a positive 
determining influence in creating the beginnings of mod- 
ern science. Rather must the case have been that by the 
time of Galileo, the practice of modem science bad gotten 
so well on its way that no theory of science, not even of 
the Greeks, could throw it of! its practical course. 
(Though it could throw the theory of modern scientific 
practice off its natural theoretical course. Which it did,) 
When Whitehead writes further on; 

The history of the seventeenth century science reads 
as though it were some vivid dream of Plato or Pythag- 
oras. In this characteristic the seventeenth century 
was only the forerunner of its successors {Ih. p. 48,) 

it is historically and scientifically impossibk to agree with 
him. Since Pythagoras and Plato, wlfile living, devoted 
all their energy to finding ways and means of circum- 
venting, of stopping, precisely the sort of mathematical 
development (with respect to the facts of Nature and 



INTRODUCTION 


loS 

with respect to mathematics itself) that took place in the 
seventeenth century, had they read the science of that 
century and its successors it would have seemed to them, 
if the truth must be told, like some vivid nightmare. They 
'i^v^ould be much more inclined to agree with Whitehead’s 
other statement about the seventeenth century; that it 
was a return to the contemplation of brute fact. Except 
that they would want to add: it was not contemplation 
and not of jact, “Facts” of Nature for the Greeks are ra- 
tional, and when “contemplated” are seen to be such. 
Seventeenth century science, for them, would be a brutish 
distortion and mutilation of facts of nature. It would be a 
travesty and outrage of “mathematical contemplation of 
nature.” And hence for precisely the opposite reason — ^be- 
cause of its mathematical aspects — they would agree with 
Whitehead in saying the Historical Revolt was anti-inteh 
lectualist, anti-rationalism.’*' 

XIV 

The double mystery — of the imptHence of Greek mathe* 
matical science of Nature and the omnipotence of modem 
mathematical science of Nature — is solved at one and 
the same time when “the topic of experiment” is intro- 
duced into the theory of scientific method. Greek jUathe- 
matics had a very brief and not very glorious career as 
an instrument of investigation of Nature, because Greek 
mathematical scientists tried to “relate” mathematical 
notions to the facts of nature, taking those facts as di- 

follows from the Deism [of seventeenth century scientists 
like Newton] which is part of the whole conception, that the Laws 
of Nature vdll be exactly obeyed. Certainly, what God meant he 
did. When he sai<h Let there be light, there was light and not a 
mere imitation or a statistical average.” {Adventures of Ideas, p. 
145.) Without Deism, the Greeks beheved light is tight and not an 
imitation or statistical average. But for scientific knowledge of 
li^t, light is a '^number of vibrations/’ a quantitative formula 
whether Statistical 6r not. Hence the ntg^tmare. 
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rectly experienced, as is. Modern mathematics, on the ^ 
other hand, has had a glorious and ever more wonderfully j 
fruitful career as an instrument of investigating nature, 
precisely in so far as modern scientists abandoned the ob- 
jective of “relating mathematical notions to the facts of 
nature” (taken as is) and began experimentally chang- 
ing, controlling as-given facts of nature for the sole ob- 
jective of instituting mathematical relations between the 
facts that were the resultants or consequences of their 
experimentation. And in pursuit of this dominant objec- 
tive of establishing quantitative relations between facts, 
modern science has in practice more and more abandoned 
all pretense of holding to an “ideal of mathematical sim- 
plicity” and has less and less observed scruples in experi- 
mentally tearing apart the “given” (directly experienced) 
facts of nature and in experimentally bringing them into 
experimentally new relations. To the extent that science 
from Galileo onward integrated mathematics in experi- 
mental procedure, brought it under the control of experi- 
mentation and used it for instituting and formulating 
relations between experimental findings, it was successful 
and fruitful, and, to the extent that it did not, it blocked, 
retarded, distorted, obstructed the advance of scientific 
knowledge. The progress of physics from Galileo and 
Newton to Michelson and Einstein is the progress of rf- 
fecting a more complete integration of experimental find- 
ings and mathematical formulations, bringing the latter 
under control of the former. 

It was a consistent practice with Newton whenever there 
was a conflict between the then known experimental find- 
ings and the theoretical demands of the then known 
mathematics, always to enfgjrce the latter. Because New- 
ton did not summarily expropriate the basic rights of ex- 
perimentation all at emee, by a single comprehensive de- 
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tree, but invariably cautiously argued them away as each 
specific occasion arose by means of the theory of mathe- 
matical priority and superiority, Newton has, perhaps 
not inappropriately, been held up as the paragon of purest 
British intelligence. However, it was the omnipresence of 
the “Greek formula” in modern scientific mentality, 
rather than the force of Newton^s arguments, that estab- 
lished his “method of compromise” as the canonical pro- 
cedure for mathematical-physicists everywhere.* 

Newton’s “method of compromise” and the “scientific 
world” of eternal billiard-ball atoms. Absolute and sep- 
arated Space and Time, and immutable (invariant) math- 
ematical laws of Nature he set up by means of his method, 
endured for approximately two and a half centuries. That 
the method was not disavowed sooner is not a tribute to 
its probity; it is a tribute to the overwhelming force of 
the Greek philosophic formula. That the “scientific world” 
stood up for as long as it did is not a tribute to its 
strength: it was kept going, at ent^pous intellectual and 
social price by the almost infinite ingenuity of modern 
scientific minds. And when new mathematical formula- 
tions enforced by new experimental findings could po 
longer be brought within the Newtonian system with any 
consistency at all, ingenuity lapsed into ingenuousness: 

In time, most physicists came to disbelieve in absolute 
Space and time, while retaining the Newtonian tech- 
nique, which assumed their existence. In Clerk Max- 
well’s Matter and Motion, absolute motion is asserted 
in one passage and denied in another, with hardly any 
attempt to reconcile these two opinions. (The Analysh 
of Matter, pp. 14-15.) 

* ^'Except the blind forces of Nature nothing moves in this worl4 
which is not Greek in its origin.^* Sir Henry Sumner Maine’s wards^ 
but representative of practio^y universal nineteendi century scimH 
tifie and philosophic belief. 
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That the Newtonian reign should ever come to an end 
was simply inconceivable to Newtonians. The basic struc- 
ture of the Newtonian system was eternal and immutable. 
If the alleged empirical certainty of indestructible New- 
tonian atoms (“the imperishable foundation-stones of the 
universe” according to Clerk Maxwell) had, by radio- 
activity and Rutherford^s experimental bombardment of 
the atoms, become slightly less than absolute, then all 
the more reason for gradually shifting the eternality and 
immutability of the system back onto the original ground 
of the transempirical absolute certainty of Mathematics 
(the “invariant laws”). As a “deductive system” after 
all, the Newtonian had a high degree of perfection. But 
instead of solving the problems presented by experimental 
findings, the Newtonian method kept piling them up ever 
higher. And it is the last straw that breaks the camel’s 
back. In this case, the black-bands in Michelson’s inter- 
ferometer. 

What happened to the “eternal basic structure” of 
Newtonianism, to its immutable cosmological framework 
reputedly riveted “scientifically” to the three absolute 
pillars of Space, Time and Matter by eternally true and 
eternally enduring, non-corrodible struts and bolts of pure 
mathematics, every one knows. By reversing the New- 
tonian policy of giving to mathematics absolute authority 
to determine the meaning and to control the theoreticd 
development of experimental findings, that is, by estab- 
lishing the forthright and uncompromising procedure 
of giving to experimental findings first the authority to 
determine the meanings of mathematical-physical con- 
cepts and then the final authority to control their develop- 
ment and formulation in all respects relevant to the sci- 
ence of nature, Einstein accomplished in scientific prat^ 
Hce the full emtatonent of expenmentcMsm. The verified 
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success of Einstein’s reversal of the Newtonian policy 
has demonstrated beyond all doubt and with a precision 
science alone is capable of, that for three hundred years 
Newtonianism had been driven from one extremity to 
another, and had latterly been forced to live ever more 
precariously from experimental hand to theoretical mouth 
because of one basic methodological fault: it had literally 
upset the true relation between experimental findings and 
theoretical (mathematical) formulations. It had been 
living methodologically upside down. 

Physics can be pursued as ‘‘pure mathematics” but it 
is not as pure mathematics that physicists have pursued 
it. If Nature actualizes the ideal of mathematical sim* 
plicity, and the pursuit of this ideal is the historic pur- 
suit of modern physics, then physicists have gone about 
their pursuit in ever wilder and stranger ways. To dis- 
cover the ideal of mathematical simplicity we should 
study mathematics, symbolic logic, perhaps even Logical 
Positivism, so that we may be abje to settle upon that 
ideal, for it reveals itself only withlh a system of (mathe- 
matical) symbols. But to discover the simplest mathemat- 
ical formulation of the complexities experimentally pro- 
duced, though we must still study mathematics, bur 
problem is significantly different. The ideal of mathe- 
matical simplicity in modem physics is the ideal of the 
simplef^ formulation — ^no matter how complex from Ihe 
standpoint of the ideal of mathematical simplicity — ^the 
actualities of Nature as exjjerimentally discovered will al- 
low. The ideal of the simplest is not the ideal of simplicity. 

From the standpoint of pure mathematics neither 
the continuity nor the direction of change of modem 
physics can be accounted for. In multifarious ways, the 
system of modem physics has expanded, and from 
Newton’s time onward physicists have certainly tried to 
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preserve its theoretical systematic face. But the expan**; 
sions, even within the limits of the theoretical system,! 
were not in response to demands made by theoretical prin- ^ 
ciples of the system. The expansions and revisions were 
necessitated by the need for bringing into the system new 
experimental findings as they were mathematically for- 
mulated. When it is forced to, mathematical physics keeps 
its theoretical face by adding supplementary laws, and 
even exceptions. In common-sense practice, we keep add- 
ing new exceptions to the old rule and think nothing of 
it. But in science, exceptions are scandalous, and the prac- 
tice observed is that of reformulating old rules so that 
the exceptions will be included, and cease to be excep- 
tions. The ideal of having one system in which all laws 
and rules belong is very powerfully operative with theo- 
reticians. Just as Euclid took Greek mathematics, as is, 
and systematized it in accordance with certain principles 
of codification, so the science of physics, as it at any one 
time is, or any body of knowledge, can be taken as is, 
and formally arranged, systematized and codified ac- 
cording to certain rules, principles, methods and stand- 
ards of pure mathemalics or mathematical logic. That such 
efforts are important and valuable cannot be doubted; 
and that they involve dangers also cannot be doubted — 
witness Euclid’s miracle. The practical emphasis on theo- 
retical system in present day physics is a consequence of 
the fact that it is in many fundamental respects absent 
Which is as good a demonstration as any that the direc-^ 
tion of scientific change in physics is not due to consid- 
erations of ‘‘pure system.” 

The progress of physics from Galileo and Newton to 
llichelson and Einstein is the progress of eSecting the 
complete integration of experimental findings and mathe* 
matical formulations, by bringing the latter under con- 
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trd of the former. The laboratory physicist does the 
experimenting; the theoretical does the theorizing. This 
is a social division of labor, not a separation of the one 
activity from the other. Michelson’s experiment required 
the work of prior theoretical physicists just as much as 
it required the general advance in technological design 
and manufacture. Without theoretical developments and 
mathematical formulations, the interferometer experiment 
could neither be nor be conceived. Similarly with Ein- 
stein*s theoretical formulation: without the prior experi- 
mental developments of physics, it could neither be nor 
be conceived. The problems of the theoretician are deter- 
mined by the results obtained in the laboratory; and the 
solutions of the theoreticians have to solve those prob- 
lems. Einstein had to develop scientific ideas or meanings 
that would satisfactorily or successfully solve the prob- 
lem which the results of Michelson^s experimental appa- 
ratus raised,’^' 

In all theoretical physics, there ‘is a certain admixture 
of facts and calculations; so long as the combination is 
such as to give results which observation confirms, I 
cannot see that we can have any a priori objection [to 
the “heterogeneity of space-time in Einstein’s systeih]. 
Dr. Whitehead’s view [which objects to the “hetero- 
geneity”] seems to rest upon the assumption that the 
principles of scientific inference ought to be in some 
sense ‘reasonable.’ Perhaps we all m^e this assumption 
in one form or another. But for my part I should prefer 
to infer ‘reasonableness’ from success, rather than set up 
in advance a standard of what can be regarded as cred- 
ible.” (Russell: The Analysis of Matter, pp. 78-79.) 

To attempt to assess the contribution of laboratory ex- 

^ As Whitehead excellently remarks: *'On the whole, it is better 
to concentrate attention on Michelson’s interferometer, and to 
l^ve Michelaon’s body and Michelson^s mind out of the j^cture." 
(Snfence emd the Modern Worlds p. 175.) 
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perimentation, taken by itself and of mathematical for- , 
mulation and systematization, taken by itself, is to at-’, 
tempt the impossible. For the fruitfulness of modern 
scientific method is dependent upon the interactive union 
of the two. Now one, now the other, may be temporarily 
dominant in a specific case. But what gives continuity to 
modern scientific activity is their continuous interactivity; 
and what gives the direction to the continuity is the ex- 
ercise of control by experimentation as the final authority 
for testing theory and pronouncing upon the validity of 
the mathematical formulations. 

Aristotle and Plato die hard. The work of the experi- 
mental physicist and theoretical physicist, though inter- 
locked and interwoven, can be for certain purposes dis- 
tinguished. But the Greek Formula is not satisfied with 
making them distinguishable; it must make them sep- 
arated and separable. ^Tt is obvious,” writes Russell, ^^that 
a man who can see knows things which a blind man can 
not know; but a blind man can know the whole of phys^ 
ics/* The whole of physical Experimentation and all that 
laboratory experimentation involves has nothing to do 
with the ‘‘science of physics” and is not necessary for 
the knowledge thereof! For a blind man can “know” the 
abstract, mathematical propositions of “physics,” its i(S~ 
mulas and numbers, and that is all that scientific kno^- 
cdge of the physical world is! Could a race of blind men 
create modern and contemporary physics? Could they 
come to know? Could they even find out which abstrac- 
tions and which mathematical formulations and which en- 
tities and propositions they should select from the mathe- 
matical heaven as makings for their “deductive system of 
physics”? But why ask the Greek Formula these ques- 
tions. Bow we come to know is a matter of trivial history 
and has nothing to do with the nature of the case. Knowi* 
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edge has nothing to do with knowledge-getting; knowing 
has nothing to do with the process of coming to know. 
Knowing is the contemplation of the object of knowledge. 
And contemplation is all the knowledge thereof. 

In the actual conduct of scientific inquiry, the full and 
unhampered interactivity of mathematical thinking and 
experimental doing is now an accomplished fact. Leave 
out the element of experimental doing, and no matter 
what other elements you bring in, and from where and 
how many, the creation and development of modern sci- 
ence become an inexplicable mystery, an old-fashioned 
miracle in fact. Especially mysterious and miraculous 
does modern science become when the element of mathe- 
matics is made the determining one in its history and na- 
ture. Not that mathematics can or should be left out of 
modern account. Any more than the writer of Hamlet can 
or should leave out Ophelia. To compare the role of 
mathematics in the history of thought (and also in the 
history of science) to the part of Ophelia ‘‘is singularly 
exact. For Ophelia is quite essential to the play, she is 
very charming — and a little mad.’^ * But without Hamlet 
there is no modern play at all. Though Hamlet may some- 
times make Ophelia desperate, without him she goes com- 
pletely insane. The madness of mathematics is not an in- 
herent characteristic; it is a consequence that results from 
failure of union with experiment. And the “divinity” of 
that madness — is just Plato's story. Mathematics is no 
more mad and no more divine than any other instrument 
of investigation and communication, than any other sys- 
tem of ideas; and when brought under the control and 
direction of experimental doing mathematics is as sensible 
in experience as the rest. And without the direction and 
control of experimental doing, when disunited and sepa- 

* Science and ike Modem World, p. 31. 
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rated from practice, all ideas become mad. As the great 
Greek physician said: “All things are alike human or alike 
divine — it makes no difference how you call them.” 

The method of modern scientific inquiry is the method 
of experimentation: the functional integration of theory 
and practice. Separate and divorce theory from practice 
and you make the history of thought unintelligible and the 
progress and nature of modern scientific knowledge one 
unending and ever-increasing irrationality. But unite the 
two in your theory of scientific method as they are now 
completely united in the conduct of scientific inquiry and 
the unintelligibility disappears, and the nature and course 
of modern science become clear. We then see that the 
Work of Galileo was not a development but a revolution; 
and the work of Einstein is not a revolution but a de- 
velopment. For the abiding significance of the work of 
Einstein is that it scientifically clarifies and fully en- 
states the meaning of the work of Galileo: that experi- 
ment is a method for developing theories and establishing 
evidences for theories, for bringing the findings of prac- 
tice and the formulations of theory into continuous inter- 
active relation the consequences of the interaction being 
scientific knowledge. For in this way experimental evi- 
dence continuously controls the formulation of the law 
and prevents it from ever cooking the facts. 

By freeing the experimental method from the arbitrary 
and distorting limitations of “pure theory” — ^by freeing 
\t from the operations of the Greek Formula — Einstein 
has made possible the full realization and actualization 
of the method of intelligence in the technical scientific 
domain. But the spirit of the Greek Formula is still ac- 
tively abroad in the philosophic and cultural land, shac- 
kling the freedom of intelligence in the modem world. 
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XV 

Galileo’s method of breaking through the self-en- 
closed circle of refined objects of reflection was not a 
specific. It was not a remedy capable only of breaking the 
magical spell of the Aristotelian-medieval dialectic “system 
of natural science.” What Galileo discovered was a general 
method, available and adaptable for use by all, and when 
used proves a competent remedy against the circular charm 
of any dialectic-logicalism, any self-involved system of re- 
fined objects of reflection, no matter what the area or field 
of the system, no matter what the enclosure may be and by 
what name it is called — physics, chemistry, biology, psy- 
chology, economics, sociology, ethics, esthetics, religion, 
theology, philosophy, logic. Galileo’s method is thus uni- 
versally competent, not because it is itself a piece of 
counter-magic, an omnipotent word or saying, but be- 
cause it is a quite thoroughly natural deed or doing. 

The method of beginning with gross, macroscopic, crude 
subject-matter in primary experience performs in the con- 
duct of philosophic inquiry qualitatively the same function 
as is performed in the conduct of scientific inquiry by the 
method of beginning with the subject-matter revealed in 
the laboratory experiment.* 

The emphasis falls on beginning and cannot fall too 
hard. Dewey, who begins with the gross and macroscopic, 

♦ The Tower of Pisa is as much a piece of laboratory apparatus 
as a micrometer — cruder but qualitatively or functionally the same. 
Galileo’s telescopic lens was comparatively as crude when compared 
with the lenses (photographic-telescopic) used by astronomers at 
Sobral. Nevertheiess Galileo’s telescopic observation in 1610 was as 
humanly dramatic and scientifically as significant and conclusive 
as the observations in 1921. Galileo’s astronomical observation 
took one part of the Copernican theory out of the realm of theo- 
retical speculation, and the observation^ expedition to Sobral could 
do no more for the Einstein theory. 
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does not stop there. That’s where he starts. From there he 
goes into the realm of the refined, derived objects of re- 
flection, and while in that realm, he is as analytical, dia- 
lectical, argumentative, ratiocinative, technically logical, 
logically synthetical, abstruse and abstract — i.e. to sum it 
up — as “purely theoretical” as the veriest philosophers of 
the opposite methodological school. But there is this enor- 
mous difference between Dewey and philosophers of the 
opposite method’'' even in the respect in which they most 
closely approach or cross each other: for Dewey, his dia- 
lectical, ratiocinative or formal-logical work is an interval 
or phase of his complete philosophic undertaking. Just as 
he does not begin, so he does not stay with the refined 
objects of reflection. Whatever subject-matter in primary 
experience he started from, he started jrom that subject- 
matter because that subject-matter raised a problem. The 
objective of his technical-philosophic excursion, or his 
formal-logical work, is to solve that problem. Hence, to 
be through, he must get back where he started from; to 
be through with that philosophic job the refined objects 
of reflection he has on hand after doing all the formal- 
logical work, must lead back into the subject-matter of 
primary experience, the gross and macroscopic subject- 
matter which constituted the starting point, the point cff 
origin, of the inquiry. When they do so lead back into tne 
gross and macroscopic subject-matter, then and only then 
does Dewey know that that philosophic task is done, for 
that leading back into the macroscopic subject-matter is 
the final or ultimate experimental test of the validity of 
the philosophic solution which he, in his professional ca- 
pacity as philosopher, can give. 

♦The fact that the up-to-the-minute practitioners of the oppo- 
site method use the symbolisms of mathematical logic or logical 
positivism and Dewey does not is a technological difference and 
not a difference in fundamental methods of philosophy. 
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The emphases, in the last sentence, on “Dewey” and 
“he”, are made not to call attention to the emergence of 
differences between experimentalism in philosophy and 
experimentalism in science, but to sharpen perception of 
the identities that obtain. 

It is too obvious, I take it, to need any argument that 
the philospher qua philosopher — or in his strictly profes- 
sional capacity — in aiming to become scientific (experi- 
mentalist) can aim to become so in a manner comparable 
to the scientific (experimentalist) theoretician, not the 
scientific (experimentalist) laboratorian. It is absolutely 
essential, therefore, in examining and evaluating any 
method or any element in a method that claims it can 
make philosophy scientific — in the sense of science as we 
understand it now — it is absolutely essential to keep con- 
stantly and centrally in mind that the philosopher, under 
this conception of science and scientific inquiry, can do 
only half of the total work of philosophic inquiry, and the 
more strictly only half, the more fully or completely scien- 
tific philosophic inquiry is. Failure to keep this central in 
mind, is partly responsible for the argument over “scien- 
tific method in philosophy” going on forever in circles of 
wilder and wilder amaze. Failure to keep this in minid is 
to be guilty of using, under guise of examining the valid- 
ity of a method for making philosophy scientific, a con- 
ception of science that violates the fundamental nature of 
science as we understand it now. And hence violates also 
the fundamental nature of any philosophy that could 
possibly be scientific. It is to be guilty of using 'the Greek 
Formula again, uncritically and without acknowledg- 
ment, but this time in the form of the absolute standard 
that can automatically measure any method and infallibly 
determine whether or not it is capable of making 
osopky scientific. 
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It is also too obvious, I take it, to need any argument 
to prove that the scientific theoretician — for example, the 
theoretical physicist — checks and rechecks every argu- 
ment in his theory before he makes it public. After it is 
published, it has to undergo (and is thoroughly subjected 
to) public examination. And to be acceptable and accepted 
by the scientific public, theoreticians and laboratorians 
both, it has first successfully to pass a series of laboratory 
tests which the theoretician, as theoretician, couldn’t pos- 
sibly make. 

However, there is always one kind of practical test that 
the theoretician not only can perform, but must perform 
and constantly does perform. Einstein, for example, knew, 
before ever he started, that his line of reasoning, his 
mathematical calculations, his formulations of refined ob- 
jects of scientific reflection had to lead back into the 
black-bands of the Michelson interferometer.* He knew 
that any theory had to pass that experimental test. He 
knew that his theoretical-physics job was not done unless 
and until his theory did that. Any system of refined 
mathematical-physical objects of reflection that did not 
lead back into the black-bands but led away from them — 
that led to the conclusion, say, that the bands were not 
black nor bands — Einstein knew beforehand would not be 
worth the paper it was written on, no matter how infin^ 
tesimally small the piece. When his theory led him back 
into the black-bands, Einstein knew, as far as he, as 
theoretician could know, that his theoretical job was 

done.f 

Einstein — as any theoretical scientist— knew before- 
hand that his theory must terminate in the consequences 

* This is not all it had to lead back into, but it is enough for 
the purposes here. 

t See footnote above. 
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of the experiment as experienced in the laboratory, be- 
cause the control of theoretical solution by laboratory con- 
sequences is established in the conduct of scientific in< 
quiry. (Completely established, as we have seen, by Ein- 
stein’s own work). The course of theoretical elaboration 
and solution in scientific inquiry is controlled by the sub- 
ject-matter as experienced in the experiment. If philo- 
sophic inquiry is to become scientific, it too must be con- 
trolled in qualitatively identical way. In proposing any 
methods to make philosophy scientific, or in reaching a 
judgment with respect to any methods proposed with this 
end-in-view, it is necessary to establish whether the meth- 
od under evaluation, or undergoing judgment, does or does 
not enable the philosopher to be controlled in his inquiry 
in a way qualitatively or functionally comparable to the 
way in which the theoretician in science is controlled in his 
inquiry. The method of beginning with the gross and 
macroscopic subject-matter in primary experience per- 
forms this function. It is the beginning of experimentalism 
in philosophy, the beginning not everything. But it is the 
necessary beginning, and because necessary, is sufficient 
to disqualify as unscientific or anti-sdentific any method 
of philosophic inquiry that begins, or pretends to begin, 
otherwise. 


XVI 

Sdentific inquiry is ‘‘controlled inquiry.”* To con- 
trol, it is necessary to be controlled; to exercise control 
over, it is necessary to be controlled 6y.* Controlling with- 
out being controlled is possible only to creatures who are 
impotently omnipotent; being controlled without control- 
ling is possible only to creatures who are omnipotently im- 
potent. Both such kinds of creatures or beings are fd)rile 

^ Dewey, inira, p. S85, p. 930. 
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figments of diseased imaginations, the one rationally in- 
distinguishable from the other, except in the respect that 
each imagines the absurdity or impossibility of the other 
in reverse.* In the activities of Nature, as in the activities 
of human nature, controlling and being controlled by are 
each indispensable for the other, are interdependent or 
continuously interactive. 

When science is taken in the gross and macroscopic, the 
general consequences of the interactivity of controlling 
and being controlled by, as that interactivity goes on be- 
tween the theoretical and laboratory functions within in- 
quiry, can be '•eadily enough seen and in their generality, 
easily enough denoted. This Whitehead does when he 
points out that ‘‘Every scientific memoir in its record of 
the ‘facts’ is shot through and through with interpreta- 
tion.” t And Russell does the same when he points out that 
'‘In all theoretical physics, there is a certain admixture 
of facts and calculations.” J Each of these statements in 
its own way unambiguously denotes (points to) the conse- 
quences of interactivity, within inquiry, between labora- 
tory fact and theoretical interpretation. The two state- 
ments quoted, separately and together, point to the gen- 
eral fact that within scientific inquiry the laboratorian is 
controlled by the theoretician and the theoretician is con- 
trolled by the laboratorian. And of course, in the respe^ 

* The best theologians of the Church — following Aristotle and 
Plato— have realized that God cannot be so omnipotent that He is 
never controlled by anything. “What God meant He did.” His do- 
ing was therefore controlled by His meaning. Since His meaning is 
Eternal and Immutable, it is His complete undoing when He is 
made to undo anything he has done. Miracles destroy God’s nature 
without saving the world. For further discussion of this problem 
in terms of theological “miracles,” see my Introduction to The 
Philosophy of Spinoza previously referred to. The discussion of 
the same topic, in terms of scientific law and continuity in Nature, 
comes into the argument further on. 

Process and Reality, p. 22. 

tThe Analysis of Matter, p. 79; see fuller quotation, ante. 
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th^t the one is controUed by the other, the other is, in that 
same respect, and from his standpoint, controlling the one. 
The controlling and controlled by do not take turn and 
turn about. They operate criss-crosswise and interweave. 

The theoretician and laboratorian, although they are 
each controlled by the other’s results — and in this respect 
may be said to be similar — are controUed by them in 
radically different ways, or to radically different ends — 
and in this respect they are basically dissimilar or func- 
tionally unlike. 

The theoretician in searching for the solution of a prob- 
lem taken from the laboratory is controlled by the facts 
the laboratorian obtained; that is, he is controlled by the 
consequences of the interactions which were set going in 
and through the organization of the physical-experimental 
apparatus in the experiment. And the laboratorian, in 
searching for an experiment that will put to the test the 
solution of a problem taken from the theoretician is con- 
trolled by the solution in constructing his apparatus and 
organizing the experiment. Obviotlsly, and in both cases: 
the tlieoretician must solve that problem; and the labora- 
torian must test that solution. Precisely upon this inter- 
change or cross-weaving of control (controlling and being 
controlled by) depends the existence and maintenance of 
Uie interactivity between the theoretical and laboratory 
functions in scientific inquiry. And the more precisely thir 
interchange or cross-weaving of control, the greater ano 
finer the precision in the results of scientific knowledge. 

So much for the general similarity. Now for the specific 
and radical difference. The theoretician must solve that 
problem as taken; his solution must explain the facts as 
they were found in the laboratory — ^whence they were 
^^taken” by him for solution or whence he received them 
as a “gift” (“something given” b, datum). There are no 
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limitations placed beforehand upon the theoretician’*' as to 
how he explains or solves the problem. He can make his 
solution simple or complex, new or old; but no matter how 
simple or how complex, how old or how new, one thing is 
absolute and final; his solution musi terminate in those 
facts as given or taken; the outcome of his solution must 
leave those facts as found. If there are any methodological 
ultimates in scientific inquiry, then this is one of them. 

The laboratorian is under a radically different obliga- 
tion with respect to the solution '‘taken’* or “given.” He 
is under obligation to put it to the test and not to prove it 
right (or wrong). The outcome of the laboratory experi- 
ment is not something the laboratorian is under scientific 
obligation to contrive. Very much the opposite: his con- 
trivances (apparatus) must be such that the outcome for 
the solution (as to whether it is right or wrong, correct 
or incorrect, true or false, acceptable or i: acceptable sci- 
entifically) will be settled or determined by the conse- 
quences of the experiment. Michelson’s interferometer put 
the ether-theory to the test; it did not prove it right. 
Michelson, in constructing the interferometer and in or- 
ganizing the experiment had to be (and was) controlled 
by the ether-theory; otherwise his experiment would have 
been irrelevant, or beside the point. But it would have 
been infinitely worse than an irrelevant experiment, A 
would have been a fraud, if Michelson had devised an 
instrument and organized an experiment so that the out- 
come, the consequences of it would be predetermined one 
way or the other. If Michelson had cooked an experiment 
for the sake of producing facts that would invalidate 
the ether-law (theory, solution), the outcome of his ex- 

am speaking of the current practice in science. It was not 
always so nor do all contemporary philosophers of science think it 
^ottid be so even now. See ante, p. 111. 
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periment would not have constituted a theoretical problem 
for scientists to solve; the problem scientists would then 
have been faced with would have been the very practical 
one of publicly disqualifying Michelson. Then, Michel- 
son’s body and Michelson’s mind would have been the 
whole pseudo-scientific picture, and Michelson’s interfero- 
meter would have made no scientific picture at all. 

The outcome of the laboratory test does not have to 
prove the theory (solution) right; and it does not have to 
prove it wrong; the outcome may be such as to prove that 
the theory cannot as yet be put to decisive laboratory test. 
In which latter case, the issue as to the validity of the 
theory (solution) continues unsettled and undetermined, 
making further tests or further organizations of experi- 
ments necessary; and to accomplish such further labora- 
tory experiments further elaboration and reformulation of 
the theory (solution) may be needed. 

Experimentalism in science does not mean that every 
theory (solution) has to be such that it can be put to the 
decisive laboratory test immediately, or in its first formu- 
lation. The ether-theory (the solution of many scientific 
problems) had been kicking around in modern science for 
two hundred years or more before it was brought to the 
laboratory test. The amount of theoretical formulation 
and re-formulation that went into its development was 
simply enormous. Only because of the general advance in 
science during this historical period, advance in theoretical 
formulation and practical methods of laboratory experi- 
mentation, was Michelson (his genius thrown in) able to 
devise an instrument and organize an experiment that put 
the ether-solution to critical test. The only requirement 
fundamental in eaq^erimentalism, whether in philosophy 
or science, is that any solution to be acceptable as a soht^ 
turn, as a piece of scientific knowledge, must first pass the 
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laboratory test. Only when at last it does or does not pass 
a decisive test, is it to be accepted as a known solution or 
rejected because known not to solve. 

If there are any methodological ultimates in scientific 
inquiry, then this is one of them: the outcome of the 
laboratory test is not determined by the apparatus as or- 
ganized in the experiment taken by itself. When the out- 
come is thus determined, you have either the honest manu- 
facturing of contrivances or machines — which is not a case 
of inquiry; or else you have the dishonest manufacturing, 
or faking of evidences. Which is also not inquiry — though 
frequently called so — and now ever more frequently in cer- 
tain parts not unknown. The outcome of the laboratory 
test, when the test is part of inquiry, is determined by the 
consequences of the natural subject-matter working in and 
through the organization of the experiment. This methodo- 
logical ultimate of laboratory procedure is of course the 
original or the basis of the methodological ultimate in 
theoretical scientific procedure. Hence the primacy and 
ultimacy of laboratory experience in determining the total 
course and controlling the direction of inquiry. 


Note. The interactivity of controlling and controlled by 
within the process of scientific or ^‘controlled inquiry” *s 
fundamental in Dewey^s analysis of the logic of inquiry. 
Inquiry originates in a problem or difficulty and termin- 
ates in a test. We are controlled by the probtem at the 
beginning of any case of inquiry and by the test at the 
ending. The phases through which the process of inquiry 
passes are phases of passing from one interactivity of 
controlling-controUed by, to another, the achievement or 
consequences of one phase being carried along into the 
next, giving any case of inquiry its self-corrective and 
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self-expansive character. The complete controlling^ with 
respect to that case, is the final issue or consequence of the 
complete process when the inquiry is successful. When the 
problem is solved, then we do control that problem and 
are no longer controlled by it. That is what solving means. 
We have done and so know how and what to do. 

However, because the factor of controlling is the critical 
turning point in the history of scientific inquiry, and the 
determining issue in the philosophic controversy or de- 
bate, in the course of Dewey's specific discussions the 
factor of controlled by is often pushed into the back- 
ground. Because it is in the background, it does not follow 
that it is not working in Dewey's discussion. It is just 
working in the shade. The reader should always bear this 
in mind. For with a few very rare exceptions Dewey al- 
ways does. And where he does not, all the more reason 
why the reader should. 

There are rare cases, portions of discussions, where con. 
trolled by gets pushed so far intq the background that 
the consequences of its working are hardly appreciable, 
they have practically vanished. There is one passage in- 
cluded in this book in which, as far as 1 can find out, it 
has to all intents and purposes vanished altogether. And as 
far as I know it is the only passage in all Dewey's writ- 
ings.* It's a rara avis which it would be a shame not to 
let the reader catch for himself. However, even this rare 
bird is only in passage, not in stoppage. And (therefore 
having caught the bird, the reader should not stop but go 
on. 

The term ^‘controlled inquiry,’' like all terms, carries its 

* I don’t vouch that it is the only one. I go by the fact that it 
took me 50 by surprise, was so novel an experience to me. After 
that novel experience, I didn’t go back and make a statistical 
research through all Dewey’s writings. If the reader finds more 
ths^ one in the text of this book, the keener he or she. 
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dangers within it. Concentrate on and magnify the dail' 
gers, and the dangers can easily be converted into seeds of 
its own destruction. Since all terms carry dangers within 
them, by this ferocious method of conversion, the proces^ 
of intelligent inquiry and rational life can be made into a\ 
passage from one destruction to another. If the reader \ 
likes to live that sort of “heroic life,” he is welcome to do 
so. And if he further wants to call that “intelligent” (of a 
superhuman variety of course), there is no way of stop- 
ping him from doing so, nor would it be worth the effort to 
stop him. But it is not scientific intelligence. 

I do not, of course, in any sense wish to imply that 
Dewey’s lapses in the course of discussion are solely 
caused by any one term or combination of terms. Terms 
ate themselves consequences, not aboriginal or “meta- 
physically primitive” causes. Terms also have their fur- 
ther consequences when used in further discussion or in- 
quiry. They are therefore not entirely without blame. But 
to put all responsibility for error on terms is nonsensical. 
The reasons for Dewey’s lapses are complex and many. 
Dewey, like all human thinkers, is quite human. And like 
all human beings, in the course of a specific argument he 
is sometimes carried along too far in that course. 

XVII 

That the theoretician and laboratorian may be one 
person is of course to be understood all along. It usually 
happens that the laboratory genius is not the same person 
as the theoretical genius, just as the great musical composer 
is seldom the great performer. But this is as it may be. 
To speak of the theoretician and laboratorian (in physics 
or any other field) is a handy way of speaking of the 
tl’.eoretical and laboratory activities functioning in scien- 
tific inquiry. And it is also in part necessary, and in part 
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eminently advisable to speak in this way because scien- 
tific inquiry is a human activity, undertaken and carried 
through by human beings. Whether the laboratorian and 
theoretician are, in any given case of inquiry, one person 
or two or many is another consideration. Because of the 
historical continuity of scientific inquiry— the involve- 
ment of problem in problem and solution in solution — 
they are always many, very many, neither one nor two. 
However, the fundamentally important point concerning 
the logical analysis of inquiry is that whether they be one, 
two or many, the laboratorian must, to some extent, be a 
theoretician and the theoretician must, lo some extent, be 
a laboratorian because in the function of each, the activity 
of the other is internally involved. 

Within inquiry, the theoretical and laboratory activities 
are constantly undergoing integration. When, with respect 
to any one case or problem inquired into, the integration 
is finished or completed, then in that respect inquiry 
reaches its logical conclusion and an item of tested, 
grounded, verified knowledge is added to the scientific 
store. But the macroscopic fact that scientific inquiiy is 
still going strong, and going stronger today than at any 
other period, is all the evidence needed to prove that in- 
quiry is in historical process, that the method of controlled 
inquiry does not deliver a once-and-for-all system wherein 
theoretical and laboratory activities are with finality in* 
tegrated, wherein they are with respect to each other 
‘*under control” in the sense in which the military speak. 
The method of controlled inquiry is a method of control- 
ling, a method of integrating, and as the method is pur- 
sued it systematically effects further integration between 
the two, progressively moving as each progresses. 

Controlled inquiry — the method of experimentation — 
extends from the laboratory to the theoretical study and 
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includes them both. The one without the other is not scien^ 
tific in^iuiry as we understand it now. Experimentalism in 
science is impossible without the laboratorian and it is also 
impossible without the theoretician. Both are experimen- 
talists, each performing, within the total process of ex- 
perimental or controlled inquiry, a distinctive and dis- 
tinguishable, but not separated and separable share of the 
work. 

To«some readers, perhaps, it may still seem that the 
last statement begs the whole issue. Such readers may 
think that if you start by putting the scientific theoretical 
and laboratory activities within scientific inquiry, it is not 
too amazing that you should find them each performing a 
distinctive but not separated, a distinguishable but not 
separable share of the work of scientific inquiry. It would 
be really too amazing only if you found them doing other- 
wise. This criticism would be valid and conclusively de- 
structive if it were the case that the statement puts the 
theoretical and laboratory activities within inquiry, and ij 
it were also the case that the statement, having first put 
them there, then offers itself as an explanation or account- 
ing of their presence there. 

If the statement were these two things, then, perhaps, 
it would be a “logical positivistic” statement on the ordy 
of Carnap’s Logical Positivism.* But whether or not the 
latter, it would with certainty be a statement exemplify- 
ing the old dialectic whereby it is explained that opium 
puts to sleep because of its sleep-inducing powers. But the 
statement is neither of these two things. 

As for the first, the statement does not put the scientific 
theoretical and laboratory activities any place. It points 

* “Perhaps” because I take Carnap’s The Logical Syntax of 
Language as defining hb Logical Positivism. And this book b quite 
old> dating way bade to 1937. 
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to where they are found. The statement is not a “defini- 
tion’* of what the term “scientific inquiry** is going to be 
used as meaning. It is a report of what scientific inquiry 
is existentially found to be. The statement is fundamental- 
ly denotative in logical function. That Dewey may pos- 
sibly be a biased reporter, and his report be a product of 
his bias, is not at all too sinful a thought to harbor against 
any philosopher. Hence the great value of the reports 
handed in by such competent philosophers as Whitehead 
and Russell, who, though not without bias either, are cer- 
tainly not biased in favor of Dewey’s logic. “Every scien- 
tific memoir in its record of the ^facts’ is shot through and 
through with interpretation.** “In all theoretical physics, 
there is a certain admixture of facts and calculations.** 
These two reports of eminently competent individual 
philosophers, of a competence within the technical fields 
of science and mathematical physics far superior to Dew- 
ey’s, corroborate Dewey’s report to the hilt. The “inter- 
pretation” that shoots through ^ memoirs of facts is 
existential evidence, gross and macroscopic, that within 
the results of the scientific laboratorian, the consequences 
of the work of the scientific theoretician are found. The 
“admixture” of facts in the calculations of all theoretical 
physics is existential evidence, gross and macroscopic, that 
within the results of the scientific theoretician the conse- 
quences of the work of the scientific laboratorian are 
found. 

Of course, Whitehead and Russell are not the only other 
philosophers who report the same findings as Dewey. But 
the multiplication of reports is of no philosophic value. 
As far as the particular report under discussion is con- 
cerned, all philosophers report the same. If they didn’t 
there wouldn’t be any philosophic controversy sudb as the 
modem and contemporary world di^lays. That’s what all 
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the shooting is precisely about.* The report is general, j 

As for the second point — ^whether Dewey’s report is an \ 
explanation or offers itself as an explanation of what it 
reports. The statement “within inquiry, theoretical and 
laboratory activities each perform a share of the total 
work of inquiry” no more explains that state of affairs 
than do the statements of Whitehead and Russell explain 
what they respectively state. Our Deweyan statement is 
logically distinguishable from the two statements of 
Whitehead and Russell in that it comprehends them both. 
What their statements say separately, our statement says 
together. There is a logical gain, in explicitness and com- 
prehension of statement, but not an explanatory gain. All 
three statements are logically of the same order — descrip- 
tive or denotative. 

Without going into elaborate details, a descriptive state- 
ment is a description of what is found. If you want to 
rest on your description you may do so. But the descrip- 
tion is not an explanation. It is a denotation of what is 
to be explained. If it is a description of the explanation, a 
denotation of what is found at the end of an explanatory 
inquiry, then it is customary to call that the conclusion. 
The statement that opium puts to sleep is a description. 
To present that description as an explanation is to co^ 
vert an effect directly into a cause which is equivalent ro 
taking the same thing twice over, once as “effect” and 
once as “cause,” which is no gain at all except in confusion. 

A description denotes how things are found. If within 
the results of the laboratorian and theoretician, taking 
their results separately, the consequences of the work of 
the other are found, then, in searching for an explanation 

* There is a great difference, of course, between “all the shooting 
being precisely about this,” and “all the shooting about this being 
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of the one case or the other or both we must be controlled 
by this fact. Unless we believe in miraculous or super- 
natural intervention, or in some strange, inexplicable prin- 
ciple of transmigration, the gross and macroscopic subject- 
matter in this primary experience, the irreducible and 
stubborn fact that the results of laboratorian and theore- 
tician are what they are, must be the consequence of some 
natural process of interactivity and must be evidence of 
some natural relation of continuity going on between the 
laboratory and theoretical functions. The disclosure of the 
nature of that interactivity and continuity is the disclosure 
of the explanation. 

There is of course a vast difference between an explana- 
tion of how things as a matter of fact are, and an explana- 
tion of how they should be in order to meet certain de- 
sirable or desired specifications. But again, unless we be- 
lieve in miracles (in which case we need believe in nothing 
else and have no reason for any inquiry into anything), 
the knowledge of the specificatjoiis desirable and the 
knowledge how to change things so they will fulfill the 
specifications are both consequences of learning first of all 
how things are. 

By learning how things are in Euclid, geometers grad- 
ually learnt how things in geometry should be, and through 
knowledge of how they are and guided by the specifica- 
tions of how they should be, geometry was reconstructed 
and is still on the advance. So in every case. If this were 
not so in every case of scientific advance, the method of 
scientific inquiry would not be self-corrective and self- 
expansive. That it is so is also a report of the existential 
facts of scientific history, not an explanation of those facts. 

The how and the should^ within any intelligent under- 
taking, mark a difference, a distinction, not a separation. 
You can know that things should be different only as a 
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consequence of knowing how they are. You can know how 
to transform them into what they should be, only by first 
knowing how they are made as they are. It is a common- 
place that modern science began when inquiry into how 
things are was undertaken. In any sense in which “Why?” 
is intelligent, then it is “How?” read backwards. In any 
sense in which “should be” is intelligent then it is “how 
they are” read forwards. In any sense in which “must” is 
intelligent then it is when “how things are” and “how they 
should be” are one and the same. Any other sense of 
“must” consists in taking the de jacto “how” and con- 
verting it blindly into a de jacto “should be.” Because the 
latter is then called de jure doesn^t make its mode or 
method of acquisition of that character any the less de 
facto. 

Now with respect to the specific case in hand, namely, 
how things are now in science, both Whitehead and Rus- 
sell agree with Dewey in believing that that is the way 
they should be — from point of view, that is, of general 
methodology or way of scientific procedure.* 

Whitehead does not believe that the “interpretation” 
should be taken out of the record of the facts, nor does 
Russell believe that the “facts” should be taken out of the 
calculations of theoretical physics. If you do the first, t]jp 
record of the facts becomes not even a “contemplation 6f 
brute facts,” not even a brutish contemplation of brute 
fact. It becomes no record at all. If you do the second — 
if you evacuate the calculations of theoretical physics of 
all facts — ^you may have the calculations -left, but they 
are miserable, misshapen and bereft, meaningfully belong- 
ing nowhere, nowhere finding meaningful place no matter 

* As for detailed procedures, and detailed results of procedures, 
there is always room for improvement, and on this point, too, our 
three philosophers fully agree. 
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how they are then pursued: they cannot be physics any 
more — because the facts have all been evacuated; they 
cannot be '^pure mathematics” any more — ^because the 
calculations were made in connection with the facts, and 
in that connection inevitably and irretrievably lost their 
purity. 

Whitehead and Russell, that is, do not say: “It is true, 
within the record of scientific fact there are interpreta- 
tions to be found; and within the record of scientific 
theories there are facts to be found, but this is only the 
way things are now and they should be different and our 
philosophies of science and scientific method — our logics 
— are dedicated to the task of bringing about this differ- 
ence.” Whitehead and Russell say, ^^How things are now 
inquired into by scientific method, is the way they should 
be inquired into ; how scientific inquiry is now conducted 
is the way it should be conducted.” They say, in short, 
how we (now scientifically) think is the way in which 
scientific thinking should be carried on.* 

When Dewey says that theory and practice function 
within scientific inquiry, or that the theoretical and lab- 
oratory functions are interactive within inquiry, he is 
making a report, in his own terms, of the macroscopic fact 
upon which all reports agree. When he goes on further and 
says that all logics of scientific method or scientific in- 
quiry should be controlled by this fact, and that the out- 
come of all logical calculations concerning scientific me- 
thod should terminate in that fact — ^he is going beyond 
the reportorial to the scientific-philosophic function. He is 
laying down a rule of method that logicians of scientific 

* The title of Dewey’s early book on logic, How We Think, has 
been a great stumbling block to “logicians.” That it has been is a 
sufficient indication of how seriously they believed that the method 
and objective of sdence are to find out the how. 
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method should follow. He is laying down the rule that all 
our logical analyses and theoretical calculations concern- 
ing scientific method must be controlled by our findings 
as to how scientific inquiry is done. To say that Dewey is 
‘‘laying down this rule of method’^ is of course only a 
manner of speaking. What he is doing is saying that we 
must carry over into our method of logical inquiry the 
method of inquiry discovered in science if our logical in- 
quiry is to be scientific. Since how the method of science 
is now, is the way scientific method should be^ the “must’* 
is an intelligent conversion of the de jacto how things are 
into a de jure stale of affairs. 

When the whole course of our logical calculations is 
controlled by the gross and macroscopic findings in pri- 
mary experience of scientific inquiry, it is of course not 
amazing that the outcome of that course of logical reflec- 
tion should terminate in those findings — that our explana- 
tion should end by explaining the findings we started out 
to explain. This is not amazing, but then the objective of 
philosophy — of scientific philosophy — is not to be amaz- 
ing. And when our course of logical reflection is not con- 
trolled by the findings we started out to explain, it is also 
not amazing that we should lose control over the course 
of our logical calculations and that the outcome of th|jt 
course should be any which irrelevant way — that the ex- 
planation should end by not explaining what we started 
out to explain but should end up by being an explanation 
that needs to be itself explained by an endless series of 
explanations. Although this endless outcome is not “in 
itself” amazing, but what one would naturally expect to 
result from the uncontrollable method pursued, the out- 
come is how amazing when it is presented not “as it is in 
itself” but “as in the logic of scientific method.” 
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XVIII 

Controlled inquiry involves exercise of control over, 
controlling as well as being controlled by. The the- 
oretical experimentalist and laboratory experimentalist — 
who divide between them the total process of experimental 
(or controlled) inquiry — exercise control over, each in his 
own way. Each has his own distinctive means and methods, 
relevant and competent to handle his respective share of 
the total work, the means and methods of each being de- 
veloped in the course of fulfilling or realizing the partial 
function, within inquiry, that each performs. 

The laboratory experimentalist — to consider him first 
**by himself’^ for a spell — exercises control over by means 
of his laboratory apparatus and the methods of handling 
the apparatus that he progressively and cumulatively de- 
velops in and through the process of laboratory experi- 
mentation. “A technical description of the uses of the 
microscope in biology is not part of the philosophy of the 
sciences.”* Nor of the philosophy or logic of scientific 
method. And what applies to the technological technical- 
ities of the usages of the microscope applies equally to the 
technological technicalities of all laboratory equipment 
and methods. So nothing more need be said on this topic, 
else we would be in imminent danger of wandering off, 
and not staying on, the topic of experiment. 

The laboratorian primarily exercises control over his 
instruments. That he can control them is neither acci- 
dental nor providential: he’s constructed them that way. 
Taking an instrument by itself, control over it is pretty 
nearly absolute, in the sense that, taking a clock by itself, 
you can turn the hands at will. But a clock — in the labora- 
tory at any rate — is not constructed as a plaything for 
passing the time of day, but as an instrument for telling 

* Whitehead, The Concept of Nature, p. U 
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the passage of time. The laboratorian never constructs 
piece of apparatus so he can control that. He is not con- 
cerned with constructing apparatus for the pure and beau- 
tiful sake of constructing apparatus. He is not a toy- 
manufacturer or a manufacturer of any sort, not even of 
automobiles. The laboratorian wants to control something 
else; and it is with the purpose or end-in-view of control- 
ling that something else that he turns to the making of 
instruments that will give him that control. That some- 
thing else is his ^'material’^ — ^whatever it may be, physical, 
chemical, biological, psychological, social. 

Primarily, the laboratorian has control over his instru- 
ments, and through them, secondarily, control over his 
material. But his primary objective, with respect to con- 
trol, is control over the latter and not over the former. 
With respect to control, control over the material is his 
end; control over his instruments, his means to that end. 

The control the laboratorian exercises over his material 
by means of his instruments is a secondary control in 
another very important respect: taking one or more in- 
struments by themselves, his control over them is pretty 
nearly absolute— in the sense explained above. But when 
the instruments are used for exercising control over the 
material being inquired into, the degree of control drops, 
the extent of the drop varying from case to case. This drop 
in control is also neither accidental nor providential. It is 
a consequence of the way in which the laboratorian or- 
ganized his instruments into an experiment. For his in- 
clusive or final end-in-view— inclusive or final because 
including the whole experiment and determining the end 
for wliich the experiment is organized — ^is not the perpetu* 
ating of his control over what he already has under con- 
trol or (which is the same thing )> the reproducing of what 
he can already produce. If the latter were his inclusive or 
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final end-in-view he would not be setting up an expert- 
ment, he would be in a totally different business, the busi- 
ness of quantity manufacturing of one sort or another. 
The inclusive or final end of the laboratorian with respect 
to any experiment he organizes is discovery, the discovery, 
namely, of what the consequences will be of the interac- 
tivities set going in that experiment. Every experiment is 
a new experiment, a new organization, instituting new 
interactivities within that organization, and what the con- 
sequences of new interactivities will be one must perforce 
wait upon the issue to tell. 

Experiments that methodically repeat experiments al- 
ready performed are also experiments and have the func- 
tion in scientific inquiry of testing or corroborating results 
previously obtained. If the result of a ^‘repeater*^ were a 
predetermined or foregone conclusion, it would have no 
scientific corroborating power, and would not be an experi- 
ment at all. Although an experiment performed for cor- 
roboratory test is from point of view of methodical set-up 
— the organization of material and instruments — a “re- 
peater” it is from the logical standpoint, which embraces 
its function in inquiry, a new experiment. For the conse- 
quences, the results of the methodical repetition are still 
problematic, have still — to use James’s phrase — to be 
“cashed in.” 

The partial end, the control over the material is the 
“end” within the process of inquiry. The final or inclusive 
end is the end-in-view of which the whole inejuiry is under- 
taken and for which that experiment is set up. Taking any 
experiment, it is of the utmost importance to distinguish 
between these two “ends.” They are distinct, not separate. 
But they are functionally distinct. The end within any 
case of inquiry functions as one of the means in the con- 
duct ox that inquiry; the end which is the final conse- 
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quence — ^the ending of that inquiry — ^is the attainment of 1 
the knowledge gained through that inquiry. The final con- \ 
sequence of any experiment, with respect to that experi- 
ment, is never a means but only an end. If it were not for 
the rampant confusion over means and ends, this point 
would be too commonplace even to whisper about. For 
obviously, what comes at the ending of any historical proc- 
ess cannot possibly be a means in that same historical 
process. Effects are effects and not their own causes. And 
conclusions; endings of inquiry are effects. That a con- 
clusion of one inquiry can be used as a means in another 
inquiry should also be too obvious to mention. If it 
couldn’t, there would be no inquiry at all but a spasmic 
jolting from thing to thing, like the actions of grasshoppers 
or fleas. 

The material the laboratorian is inquiring into, and 
the instruments by means of which he conducts his ex- 
perimental inquiry are distinguishable from one another, 
but are not separated and disconnected. The laboratorian 
hasn’t got “material” in one hand and “instruments” in 
the other, each unrelated and unbeknown to the other; 
and he doesn’t “apply” the instruments “to” the material 
(or vice versa) the way, for example, the one hand “ap- 
plies” soap “to” the other when the left hand does^ 
know what the right hand is doing. The instruments are 
themselves organizations of the material, and the material 
is m the organization of the instruments constituting the 
experiment. The material is in, not metaphorically, but 
^ actually, that is, interactively. The whole business of 
laboratory experimentation is not to organize an experi- 
ment to show that the same causes produce the same ef- 
{ects,’*‘ but to find out what are the consequences when 
new interactivities are caused. 


* This is the business of corroborating experiments, “repeaters.' 
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For the experimental laboratorian, the sky is the limit. 
Anything goes. According to Aristotelian logic (still wide- 
ly used) the “nature” or “essence” of glass may be glass, 
wood wood, metal metal and so on pretty nearly forever; 
but for the laboratorian all things whatsoever are alike in 
only one fundamental respect: they are things to be 
brought together in new ways so that new interactivities 
may be set going and new consequences may ensue. And 
the consequences of the interactivities are the natures of 
things in and for science. As the laboratorian advances 
with the general advance in scientific knowledge, techno- 
logical and theoretical, his instruments become more nu- 
merous, more precise, more powerful, and his organiza- 
tions of the instruments into experiments become more 
elaborate, more delicate and more productive of new con- 
sequences because of the increased variety, in kind and 
degree, of the interactivities instituted in the material 
through and by means of the experiment. And so the 
laboratorian discovers that the same* old “stuff” has ever 
more and ever different natures, or “essences.” 

The sky is the limit for the laboratorian. But where that 
limit is the laboratorian does not know. It is seriously to 
confuse matters therefore to say that the laboratorian is 
controlled by his material. In setting up any experiment, 
the laboratorian is controlled by his knowledge of the 
material as gained through prior experiments. He knows 
what the limits of the material are, as those limits were 
revealed in the consequences of prior experiments. But 
those limits are not the limits. Hence the new experiment. 
In passing from one experiment to the next, the labora- 
torian is controlled by his knowledge gained antecedently; 
and the consequences of any experiment that is the “next” 
are limited by the organization of interactivities which 
constitutes thcd experiment. Every experiment has its lim« 
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itations; but what the limits of the material and instru« 
ments are (as interactive within that organization) the\ 
laboratorian does not know until the consequences of that \ 
experiment tell him. Since you cannot be controlled by ^ 
anything you don’t know — in any sense of “control” in- 
volved in “controlled inquiry” or intelligent method* — it 
is much better to speak of the laboratorian being limited 
by his material. 

It is well known that we can’t count up to the last pos- 
sible number. In the case of counting numbers, we know 
pretty well that the next one will be one more than the 
one antecedent, and so there is no intelligent point in try- 
ing to count them even as far as we can go. But in the case 
of laboratory experiments, we do not know that the conse- 
quences of the next one will be just something more on 
the same line and to be added to the consequences of the 
antecedent experiment. Every experiment is a new experi- 
ment; it sets up a question or poses a problem; and what 
the answer will be is problematic until the consequences 
have been “cashed in.” The consequences of the next ex- 
periment may not be in the same line at all; they may not 
be additive but transformative of knowledge; they may 
not add to the sum antecedently amassed but upset the 
whole previous account. The result will be an increase Jti 
our knowledge true enough, but it will be an increase not 
by way of addition and accretion but by way of subtract- 

♦ Being pushed and pulled around by the law of gravitation, 
etc., is not being “controlled by” the law ; it is being limited by 
Law. Human beings are limited to going around with the earth in 
its orbit; even when we fly we don’t really fly away The same 
thing applies to “human nature and conduct.” When we “act” in 
terms of our “instincts,” “intuitions,” “inspirations,” coming we 
know not whence and going we know not where, we are not “con- 
trolled by” them; we are pushed and pulled around by them; we 
are then animated machines, limited corporations; not inteUigent, 
controlling, human beings. 
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ing and overturning. In simpler language, the next conse- 
quence may not be reformatory but revolutionary. 

XIX 

There is no special virtue or power, philosophic or scien- 
tific, internally resident in the word “interactivity.^^ As 
far as words go, “interaction^' is just as good; by usage 
they could be made identical. That precisely is the great 
danger. In the intellectual as in other worlds, possession is 
practically the whole of the law, and an idea or meaning 
long inhabitating the field will prevent any new idea from 
getting in or will swallow it up if and when perchance it 
does. Especially will this happen if the new idea comes 
clothed in an old word or a close derivative of it. 

When a new idea comes clothed in old raiment, it prac- 
tically invites its own annihilation. But new clothes, 
though they may slow up the pace of destruction, do not 
automatically function to prevent unwarranted demise. 
There is no royal road to enduring^; life, and no known 
method of insuring the life of a new idea. Some have an 
extraordinary gift for coining strange new words, like 
Whitehead and Peirce. But the philosophic procedure by 
coinage has its many drawbacks as well as advantages. 
There is also the great method of terminological coinage 
which goes by the name of symbolic logic. That the new- 
est symbols may be just a disguise of the oldest ideas — 
disguise which may deceive the symbolists more often than 
the non-symbolic — the history of the seU-same symbolic 
logic is right there to tell. 

The usage to which “interaction” has been put, the 
meaning it has become encrusted with during centuries of 
working in a Newtonian intellectual world, is all that i? 
the matter with it. Newton's Third Law of Motion states 
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that “An action is always opposed by an equal reaction;! 
or, the mutual actions of two bodies are always equal anA 
act in opposite directions.” The phrase “action and reac-\ 
tion are equal and opposite” has come to be the dominant 
definition of the meaning of “interaction.” 

If “action” and “reaction” were equal and opposite, 
there could be neither the one nor the other. For just as 
soon as any “action” started, supposing it to start some- 
how, it would be immediately estopped by the “reaction.” 
It would always be an irresistible force meeting an im- 
movable object. When such is the case, they might just 
as well not meet, but each stay at home. Meeting can do 
nothing for or to either, since they cannot interact when 
they meet. Their meeting in other words can only be pure- 
ly formal, never real. 

Newton claimed that his laws of motion were “derived 
from phenomena.” He tells us that “the main business of 
natural philosophy [science] is to argue from phenomena 
without feigning hypotheses and to deduce causes from 
effects.” Letting the term “deduce” pass for the time 
being, this procedure if followed would be equivalent to 
what Dewey calls the method of beginning with the gross 
and macroscopic subject-matter in experience. For effects 
are what we primarily experience, not the causes we “^- 
duce.” Newton also recognized that the “causes” we de- 
duce should not be the “effects” over again. “To tell us 
that every species of things is endowed with an occult 
specific quality by which it acts and produces manifest 
effects, is to tell us nothing.” The cause should be equal to 
froducing the effect — ^but it should not be the same as the 
effect, if it is to tell us anything. However, as Newton goes 
on to say, “to derive two or three general principles of 
motion from phenomena and afterwards to tell us how the 
properties and actions of aU corporeal things follow from 
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those manifest principles^ would be a very great step in 
philosophy [science].’’* Such derived principles Newton 
considered his laws of motion to be. 

Newton gives us the “experimental” phenomena whence 
he “derived” his Third Law. 

“Whatever presses or pulls something else, is pressed or 
pulled by it in the same degree. If a man presses a stone 
with his finger, his finger is also pressed by the stone. 
If a horse draws a stone tied to a rope, the horse will be 
(so to speak) drawn back equally towards the stone: 
for the rope being stretched at both ends will by the 
same attempt to relax itself urge the horse towards the 
stone and the stone towards the horse; and will impede 
the progress of one as much as it promotes the progress 
of the other, {Principkt, [Evans and Hain editions] 
1871, Axioms, or Laws of Motion. Italics mine.) 

Obviously, if it were true that the stretched rope im- 
peded the progress of the horse as much as it promoted the 
progress of the stone, the horse and stone would neither 
of them be moving and the stretched rope, like Buridan’s 
Ass, would be transfixed by its own immobility. 

Of course it can be said that Newton meant his “ex- 
periment” to be taken this way; that he was not consider- 
ing the motion of the rope relative to the earth, but was 
taking horse, stone and stretched rope “in isolation.” The 
three constitute the experimental situation and he is con- 
cerned only with what goes on within that system. If this 
is so, then it is still a fundamental error on his part to say 
that the rope, within the system, “will impede the progress 
of the one as much as it promotes the progress of the 
other.” If the system is stationary, is self-enclosed, then 
the rope, to maintain the “d3aiamic equilibrium,” will have 
to impede the progress of the one as much as it impedes 

♦From Newton’s Opticks, quoted in Burtt, The MttapkydaA 
Foundations of Modem Science, pp. 219, 25S; italics mine. 
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the progress of the other. But let us consider this funda-j 
mental error as a temporary slip and pass it by too, fon 
the time being. \ 

Suppose we take it as a system in “dynamic equilib- \ 
rium,” the horse pulling, but not moving the stone with 
the rope stretched between. The rope is stretched because 
the pulls are equal and opposite. Now if we call the pull 
of the horse “action’* and the pull of the stone “reaction,” 
do we not get Newton’s result? Does it not follow that 
throughout the length of the rope, action and reaction are 
equal and opposite? If at any point along the rope they 
were not, would not the rope, at that point sag and the 
whole stretch be gone? 

But if we call the pull of the horse “action” and the pull 
of the stone “reaction,” what are we going to call the rope? 
What is the rope? Action and reaction embrace within 
their “conjunctive union” the total world of motion. But 
Jvithin that world of motion the rope is not included. The 
rope is neither “action” nor “reaction.” And how are we 
going to cut this mysterious rope that binds two physical 
pulls or “forces” together and is itself nothing physical? 
How are we going to cut it to find the “equality and oppo- 
sition” of action and reaction which is supposed to be resi- 
dent throughout its length? Action and reaction can n|ver 
meet face to face within this mysterious rope. If they ^ver 
met head-on within the rope, they would stop each other 
dead in their tracks, and what would happen to the rope 
then? Within this rope, action and reaction must pass^each 
other by. There is no use, therefore, in taking any one 
^^point” along the rope unless we can split that point. Since 
splitting “points” is no occupation for anyone, let us say 
the rope is a “union” of two unsplittable lines and that 
action and reaction stream through these lines, each one in 
its own line and in the opposite direction. Within the rope, 
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these two equal and opposite streams will be exactly oppo- 
site to each other along their routes only in the sense that 
two parallel lines are opposite each other. And any part of 
one stream will also be exactly opposite any part of the 
other stream, if “action” and “reaction” travel through 
their respective “lines” like two beams of light traveling in 
vacuo in an Einsteinian universe. 

Newton, of course, was not thinking of an Einsteinian 
universe in which the velocity of light traveling in vacuo 
is “absolute.” He started with an “absolute equality” in- 
stead of ending with one. For even if Newton^s stone is a 
stone, and his horse a horse, his rope is not a rope. It is 
neither “action” nor “reaction.” It does not participate in 
the goings on. It is absolutely neutral between the two. To 
be able to keep “action” and “reaction” equal and oppo- 
site, the rope must have two transmission lines, and both 
lines must be vacuous media of transmission. There is only 
one “rope” that is equipped to do this job with the mathe- 
matical perfection required in the ^^ewtonian “world of 
physics.”: the two lines of an equality sign in a mathemati- 
cal equation. The left side of an equation is equal and op- 
posite to the right side. And transmission from one side to 
the other in either direction is done with mathematical 
simultaneity. 


XX 

When in the natural course of walking throu^ a field 
we come across a horse, stone and stretched rop)e between, 
that organization of objects is not the gross and macro- 
scopic subject-matter in our primary experience. In prt 
mary experience that organization is experienced as in- 
cluded within the field within which we are walking and 
within which we also are included. The field is not a uni- 
form mathematical abstraction. It is a field full of other 
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tontents, and if our gross and macroscopic primary experi- 
ence did not include the field and these other contents — 
if they also did not appear in our primary experience — ^we 
neither would nor could macroscopically discriminate the 
horse, stone and stretched rope between as a particular 
organization of objects within that field. The “field’’ would 
be a uniform mist, and when there are no differences in 
distribution within the mist, not even the mystical shapes 
of things come out. The total “field” would, in fact, be like 
Newton’s rope. And without the horse and stone how 
would Newton have found that rope between? 

Within the wider natural fields — the environment — the 
organization of horse, stone and stretched rope is a “state 
of affairs,” as Dewey sometimes calls it. As macroscopi- 
cally experienced, it is a consequence, an effect, a result. 
It is, in his technical, logical language, a situation. As a 
consequence, an effect, a state of affairs, it is a phase of a 
history, having continuities with the past and moving into 
the future. There is something doing. The horse is pulling, 
the rope is stretching, and the stone is not going in the di- 
rection of the horse’s pull because it is being pulled in 
another direction and is going in that. 

Horse, rope and stone are organized together and are 
interacting with one another. The subject-matter in dj&r 
primary experience of that situation is a consequence of 
the interactions going on, an effect, not the cause. Horse, 
stone and rope have not swallowed each other up and if 
unhitched they would not, because of that, vanish each 
into nothingness. They are interacting with each other and 
also with other things. Each thing in the interactive sys- 
tem constituting that situation is an individual thing 
within its own distinguishable boundaries because of multi- 
tudes of interactivities going on within it. But it is a thing 
at all, and not a figment, because the boundaries within 
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which its own individual interactivities are going on are 
not boundaries that shut it off from interactivity with other 
things within the greater environment. On the contrary. It 
would not be a natural thing at all, individualized or non- 
individualized, if it were not for the multiple interactivi- 
ties it sustains and is sustained by with things beyond its 
own boundaries. If it were in interactive relations with 
more things within a greater environment^ it would be 
more fully individualized, not less. The extent of individ- 
ualization of a thing is not determined by its boundaries, 
for every stone has its boundaries, and though stones are 
individualized, their extent of individualization is not no- 
tably great. The extent of individualization of a thing is 
determined by the range and qualitative kinds of inter- 
active relations it enters into with other things. 

The horse is distinguishable from the stone and the rope 
from both because each is a different organization of in- 
teractivities withjn its own boundaries. But the latter in 
turn are not primeval, aboriginal qa^uses but consequences 
of prior interactivities and modes of interactivity which are 
maintained in the enduring present. 

Taking any individual object, we may call it, within its 
own boundaries, an interactive continuum. But it is always 
a continuum, so to speak, partial not complete. For no 
continuum of interactions of an individual thing is self- 
sustaining. It can sustain itself only by interacting with 
other interactive continua. Modes and patterns of organ!*' 
zation of interactions differ from one another, distinguish- 
ing kinds of things, and individuals or individual variations 
within each kind. But each kind and each individual within 
each kind interacts with other kinds of interactive con- 
tinua. When the continuum of interactions constituting a 
horse interacts with the interactive continua constituting 
blades of grass, the pattern or organization of the horse is 
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further maintained. When a horse interacts with the inters 
active continuum constituting a bolt of lightning, his patA 
tern or organization of interactions is destroyed. Every in-\ 
dividual thing, to paraphrase Dewey, is a qualitative whole! 
of qualities in interactive qualitative relations. The pattern 
or organization within the individual is the qualitative 
consequence of qualitative interactions. 

The consequences, effects, results are not dematerialized 
effluvia which the “causes” cast up and then recede to do 
something likewise on another occasion. The “causes” are 
always where the effects are; the causes of any situation or 
thing — as an interactive continuum (in the sense defined) 
— ^are within that situation or thing. But not all the causes. 
Only some. Those causes namely constituting the inter- 
actions going on within that interactive continuum, within 
the boundaries of that situation or thing.* 

Since the boundaries of one thing do not cut it of! from 
other things but each thing is embedded in its own inter- 
active locality, we can use one thing, which is an effect, as 
a means for finding out the causes of another thing, by 
bringing the two into interactive relations. We can organ- 
ize them, that is, into an experiment. 

The horse-stone-and-rope is as good an organization of 
an experiment as any other. But to be an experiment,^e 
cannot start by taking it as Newton did. That was the 4nd 
of the experiment, the consequence. That was the phase of 
the “sequential order of events” constituting the experi- 
ment which closed the sequence of events. An experiment 
is in the experimenting; there has to be a sequence of 
events; a longitudinal section of a history; it must have 
beginning and middle period as well as an ending. If we 
take the “ending” alone, we can only contemplate it as a 

* Cause is an old name for a system of interactivities going on, 
and effect an old name for the qualitative consequences of the 
Interactions. 
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brute fact, or enjoy or suffer it as an event in our emotional 
or esthetic experiencing. 

An experiment is an organization of interactions. It is 
an organization of “doings-undergoings” to use Dewey’s 
homespun phrase. The resultant of the doings-undergoings 
is what is done. To get that done is the purpose or idea of 
the experimenting. Or, to put it more generally, to observe 
what the “done” will be. Before the rope is stretched there 
is a stretching; before the horse pulls, he is doing-under- 
going something else; before the rope is tied around the 
stone, it is a stone without the rope tied around it. At 
what phase of the inclusive history we begin our experi- 
menting is as the case may be, depending upon what we 
are experimenting for, what our idea is, our plan. But 
there must be some beginning of every experiment which 
leads into but is not the same as the ending. 

Within the organization of the experiment, horse, stone 
and rope are all constitutive interactive members. If the 
objective, the end-in-view of the estperiment, of organizing 
that system of interactions, is to find out how much puB-- 
ing the rope will stand, then the rope is the material being 
inquired into, and the stone and horse are the instruments. 
If the objective is to move the stone, then the horse and 
rope are instruments and the stone is the material. If the 
objective is to determine how much the horse can pull, 
then the stone and rope are instruments and the horse the 
material. Within every experiment there are instruments 
and material, something used as the means of inquiry and 
something inquired into. The consequences in the material 
of the interactions set going within the experiment con- 
stitute the objects of the closing, final, experimental ob- 
servation. They are the “effects” and when written up in 
scientific memoirs are the “final facts of the case.” The 
consequences are the “reactions” of the interactions. 
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Of course, there are consequences in all the constitutive 
members of the interactive experimental system. If there 
weren’t, it would not be an interactive system. Apart from 
this logical argument, which may appear circular, there is 
the existential, macroscopic evidence that objects which 
function as material in one experimental situation func- 
tion as instruments in another. There is no reason to sup- 
pose that they undergo miraculous transformations in 
passing from one situation to the next. If there were any 
non-interacting member in any experimental situation, no 
inquiry would be possible and that situation would not be 
experimental. Witness the case with Newton’s rope. 

It takes two actions to make one interaction. And the 
consequence of an interaction is a new action. This is in 
logical formulation, not in existential fact. In Nature there 
are no actions which are stripped to the bare state of homo- 
geneous oneness. All actions are themselves consequences 
of systems of interactions of various complexities of organ- 
ization. However, for formal logical analysis, we may con- 
sider instrument and material as unitaries (however com- 
plex they may be) and the organization of instrument and 
material in an interactive system as constituting an experi- 
ment. 

Every experiment is a doing-undergoing. Not metaphor- 
ically, but formal-logically speaking, the instrument is tfee 
*‘doing” and the material the “undergoing,” For the in- 
strument is an instrument to the extent that it is that by 
means of which we exercise control over; the material is 
what we are limited by — it is the undergoing. 

No instrument is all compact with “doing” and no ma- 
terial we can in any way handle is all compact with “under- 
going.” Within experimental inquiry, instrument and ma- 
terial enter into interactive relations, and so they are inter- 
dependently doing-undergoing. The degree to which we are 
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controlling the experiment going on, is the definition of 
the instrument functioning in that inquiry. It is always a 
degree, never an “absolute.” 

We are doing the inquiry by means of the instrument. 
The material is undergoing inquiry. The consequence of 
the interactivity of the doing-undergoing within the ex- 
perimental situation is the ending of that inquiry. The con- 
sequence, as the ending of a controlled history, of events, 
is what is known,^ It is the effect, and effects are gross and 
macroscopic subject-matter in primary experience. The 
effect brings us back to primary experience. But the effect 
now in our primary experience is not a brute fact we can 
only stare at in dumb “contemplation” or in animal amaze- 
ment. The effect is a state of affairs, a situation that is 
achieved through controlling a history. It is the terminal 
phase of a sequential order of events within which se- 
quence we have had a guiding hand. As such an effect it 
carries the meanings of its history within it. It is a con- 
elusion^ and hence we can always look at it with under- 
standing — and sometimes even with delight. 

XXI 

“By the nature of the case, causality, however it be 
defined, consists in the sequential order itself, and not in 
the last term which as such is irrelevant to causality, al- 
though it may, of course, be, in addition, an initio term in 
another sequential order.” ♦ The nature of the case Dewey 
here speaks about is the case of Nature. However we de- 
fine causes and effects they are both within Nature and 
constitute the same historical series. To discriminate causes 
in Nature from effects in Nature is to introduce distinc- 

* In terms of the Aristotelian logic, the d^g is the predicate, 
the undergoing, the subject and the copula is the Interaction of the 
doing-undergoing that results in the conclusion. The conclusion is 
what is known and constitutes the judgment. See, injra, pp. 9021. 
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lions within a continuously moving history. It is not to cut 
Nature into two halves, the first half the causes, the second 
half the effects and nothing but the cut in between. Still 
less is it to isolate one event, and set it up as the aboriginal 
beginning or the ultimate ending, as the “metaphysically 
primitive” mechanical or teleological “cause” of all, “The 
view held — or implied — by some mechanists, which treats 
an initial term as if it had an inherent generative force 
which it somehow emits and bestows upon its successors, 
is all of a piece with the view held by teleologists which im- 
plies that an end brings about its own antecedents. Both 
isolate an event from the history in which it belongs and 
in which it has its character. Both make a factitiously 
isolated position in a temporal order a mark of true reality, 
one theory selecting initial place and the other final place. 
But in fact causality is another name for the sequential 
order itself ; and since this is an order of a history having a 
beginning and end, there is nothing more absurd than 
setting causality over against either initiation or finality.”* 

Nature is an inclusive history of multitudinous ongoing 
histories, the comprehensive interactive continuum con- 
sequent upon the interactivities of an infinite number of 
interactive continua of an indefinite number of general 
kinds. When the second law of thermodynamics will ha^ 
brought about the heat-death of the universe, this will not 
be the case. The sequential order of Nature will have then 
reached a term that is irrelevant to all subsequent terms 
because no subsequent terms will ensue. Interactivity will 
then have ceased and continuity in Nature might just ^ 
well be a mathematical line. Passage from one end of Na- 
ture to the other will be an uneventful event, no under- 
going at all, because every locality will be exactly like 
every other locality and nothing doing in any of them. To 

* Infra, p. 105S. 
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distinguish and interconnect within such a universe would 
be a waste of time — supposing there were any time left to 
waste. But there will then be no making of distinctions, for 
all differences will have been annihilated in the absolute 
uniformity and for the same reason there will be no making 
of interconnections; interactivity will have ceased and the 
selfsame absolute uniformity will be the only connection 
left. When that Nature eventuate.'*, ' will be the end of all 
events and as irrelevant to all antecedents as to its non- 
eventuating succeedents. For it will . j carrying none of 
its antecedents within it. ** such a time will come to 

the universe is not the point here. What is in point is that 
we are able prospectively to write the history of that dead^ 
indistinguishable and non-existential event because it has 
not yet arrived. We are : 'Je to include that non-historical 
event in the history of the universe because there is a con- 
temporaneous, ongoing history within which to include it. 

The Nature within which we live is an ongoing history 
of ongoing histories. When an cveht is connected with 
another event as cause-effect, that connection is the exem- 
plification of the continuity between them. But that con- 
nection of continuity is the funded history of interactions 
and the effect is the funded consequence, the terminal 
phase of the inclusive history of cause-effect. “The two 
principles of continuity and interaction are not separate 
from each other. They intercept and unite. They are, so 
to speak, the longitudinal and lateral aspects” * of every 
history, of every situation, of every sequential order, oi 
every connection of cause-effect. 

The union and interception of continuity and interaction 
can be very simply illustrated. Half a dozen ivory billiaTd 
balls placed in line will transmit to each othei* the impulse 
the first ball receives from the cue. The impulse is not 

^ Infra, p. 669-670. 
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transmitted in a one-way linear series of pushes from next! 
to next, starting with the first ball and going down the^ 
line, this one-way linear series being followed by a similar 
one-way linear series of pushes traveling in the reverse di- 
rection. The billiard balls are made of ivory; they are not 
Newtonian atoms. The cue is made of wood and is not 
external to the world within which the billiard balls are. 
Each ivory ball is “alive,” as billiard experts rightly say. 
And so is the cue. When the cue hits the first ball, the ball 
hits right back. The consequence of that unequal contest 
is the reaction of the first ball and it crashes into the next, 
and so on with every ball down the line. At no point do you 
have cause following effect and effect following cause; at 
every point you have a cross-weaving or interweaving of 
actions, that is, interactions, and each interaction is an 
interweaving of cause-effect. 

Wherever there is interaction there also is continuity. 
The interaction is the continuity taken laterally or cross- 
sectionally; the continuity is the interaction taken longi- 
tudinally or historically. The maintenance of the intercep- 
tion and union of continuity and interaction constitute or 
create an interactive continuum. 

The billiard balls illustrate also how it is that interac- 
tivity is the creative matrix of individuality. Assume ih 
start with that the billiard balls are all alike in every char- 
acter of their composition. Just as soon as they are placed 
in line and the interactivity is set going by the interaction 
between the cue and the first ball, the balls become dif- 
ferentiated from each other by the variations in their ac- 
tions and interactions. Initially, these differentiations or 
variations are solely due (by hypothesis) to their respec- 
tive positions in the lineup, their nearness to or remote- 
ness from the starting interaction. But suppose that the 
interactivity continues for an appreciable length of time. 
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What happens as a consequence? The differentiations re- 
sult in internal changes in the balls them^lves. At the very 
least, they wear out at different rates (for they are in dif- 
ferent positions in the lineup) and hence lose or gain re- 
siliency at different rates. Two billiard balls differing in 
resiliency are no longer exactly alike in every character of 
their composition. They have become, in so far forth, in- 
dividualized. 

No two actual billiard balls are, of course, actually iden- 
tical to start with. For theoretical purposes of illustration, 
their differences may be ignored, though for the practical 
purposes of playing billiards their differences may not be 
ignored — as any expert billiardist will tell. 

Every actual billiard ball is an amazingly complex or- 
ganization of interactivities within its own boundaries. Its 
“pervasive qualitative unity,” to use Dewey’s phrase, is a 
consequence of interactions, and is as stable as the stability 
of organization of interactions of which it is the conse- 
quence. We may, following Whitdicad, call the billiard 
ball a “society” instead of an interactive continuum, and 
the stable organization of interactions within the billiard 
ball, the “personal order” of that society or billiard ball. 
This “personal order” may also be called the “causal law” 
of that society.* 

When the interactivities of the six billiard balls are 
kept going for a sufficiently long period of time, the con- 
sequence is the creation of a new qualitative whole, a new 
interactive continuum, a new society. In the process of 
creation of the new society, the members are changed, both 
as to their own individual boundaries and the “personal 
order” of each. The boundaries of the new society, or the 
new interactive continuum are vastly different from the 
boundaries of each of the separate members before the new 

♦ Process and Reality, p. 137-139ff. 
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society was created. They are also vastly different from > 
the boundaries of the members as constituent and inter- 
active within the new society. The new society taking it as 
a totality has its ^‘personal order/’ its ^^causal law” its 
pervasive qualitative unity. 

If the reader finds this consequence of the interactivity 
of six billiard balls too strange and difficult to accept, let 
such reader substitute six astronomical bodies that begin 
to interact with one another and after an appreciable 
length of astronomical time settle down in a planetary sys- 
tem. Or if astronomical stretches of time are repugnant, 
for whatever personal reason it may be, any other substitu- 
tion will serve as well, as long as the items substituted are 
actual things within Nature, that is, things capable of 
interacting. 

The personal order, causal law, pervasive qualitative 
unity of any new society is not the arithmetical sum of the 
orders, laws or qualitative unities of the constitutive inter- 
active members as they are within that society nor, of 
course, as they were before the emergence of the new 
society. Every interactive continuum or individual thing is 
a qualitative whole of qualitative interactions. There are 
quantities of qualities in Nature but nothing in Nature has 
the quality of a sheer quantity. The consequence of int#- 
activity of two qualitative unities is a -qualitative trans- 
formation. If qualitative transformation is not the conse- 
quence, then no interaction has taken place. 

The constitutive interactive members within a society 
are never without their own individual orders, causal laws, 
or qualitative unities. If within a ^‘society” there are no 
individual diSerences within the constitutive, interactive 
members, then you have no members and no society at 
all. You have a Newtonian *^atom.” That the latter is a 
pure figment of mathematical imagination fortunately no 
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argument is at this date needed to prove. Within nature 
there are no ^^ndividual things” that are not members of a 
society and discriminable as members within that society 
because of natural differences. When theoretical physicists 
push their analytical reductions of experimental findings to 
the limit, they still have left on their hands an electron and 
proton within an atom, electron and proton differing from 
each other, and the “atom” within which they are, differing 
from both. 

As Whitehead states it : 

A society is, for each of its members, an environment 
with some element of order in it, persisting by reason of 
the genetic relations between its own members. Such an 
element of order is the order prevalent in the society. 
{Process and Reality, p. 138; italics mine.) 

When two interactive continua, two societies, each with 
its own stable organization of interactions, its personal 
order, causal law, or pervasive qualitative unity begin to 
interact, they in that new interaction begin to suffer “dis- 
order.” The process of reaching a new stable organization 
of interactions is the process of creating a new order, or a 
new society. However, no more than effect follows cause 
does a new stable organization of interactions, a new order 
foUow upon disorder. Cause-effect are interwoven; inter- 
action and continuity intercept and unite. Likewise with 
“disorder-order.” The new order, which is an ordering or 
organization of interactivities, is not an etSuvium, a resi- 
due cast up, or supernatural excrescence which “super- 
venes” (to use Santayana’s esthetic term) after the dis- 
ordering is all over. The new ordering is constantly and 
continuously in the making throughout the period of so- 
called “disorder.” Such periods are “transitional” only in 
the sense that the disordering-ordering process is in tran- 
sit, is taking place. Isolate the beginning of the history, 
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when the “disorder"’ (or interaction) began, and then iso- 
late the ending of that same history when the new stable 
organization of interactivities has been established, and 
compare your two “isolated events” and the period in be- 
tween becomes a “pure transition,” a period when all is 
chaos, and wherein no “law and order” can be found. 

When a new stable organization of interactions is 
achieved, that new order or causal law is the funded conse- 
quence of the total history. The new pervasive qualitative 
unity is the definite and emphatic emergence, in primary 
ejcperience, of the consequence of internal stabilization of 
interactivities reached. Taking the whole period, from be- 
ginning to ending, longitudinally or historically there is a 
continuity of disordering-ordering interactivity, the new 
ordering emerging continuously through the genetic proc- 
ess. The “genetic process” is of course not something in ad- 
dition to the history of interactions of disordering-ordering 
but just another name for that process. Any cross-section 
or lateral segment of the period will exhibit the disorder- 
ing-ordering interactivity with the qualitative characters 
or consequences emergent in that segment. For at no lat- 
eral section will there be sheer interactivity, without a 
qualitative consequence or product of that interactivity. 
To suppose the former is to suppose the absurd or mira^- 
lous — that is, that there is a period of Interaction that is 
purely non-qualitative and then there “supervenes” a qual- 
itative character. It is to suppose there are “causes” with- 
out “effects.” Whether at any section we take we can dis- 
cern the qualitative consequence emergent in that section 
is another matter. It is also another matter, or the same 
matter, whether we can discern the interactivity going on 
irrespective of the size of the segment we take. 

When two interactive continua or two orders are begin- 
ning to interact, the new situation created by that initia- 
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tion of interaction is a situation of conflict^ disturbance, 
unsettlement — to use Dewey’s terms. The issue, the con- 
sequence, is the outcome of the interactivity and what it 
will be, in any genuine experimental situation, is proble- 
matic. Whether the outcome will be progressive or re- 
gressive, whether the funded consequence will be an in- 
crease or decrease with respect to the original “investment” 
that went into the interactive situation is as the case may 
be. The history of change is “progressive or evolution- 
ary” even when it runs down hill. It is one of the great 
misfortunes of the term “evolution” or “evolutionary” 
that it became identified with an “upward and onward” 
unidirectional meaning. Evolutionary development is evo- 
lutionary development irrespective of the direction in 
which it is heading. The idea of an automatic upward 
trend was one of the supreme “scientific” absurdities of 
the nineteenth century, still persisting in the twentieth 
century. It was natural history with a shot of ancient the- 
ology in the arm. No idea is more fatal to human progress 
in the upward direction than the belief that the necessary 
and hence automatic functioning of “evolutionary proc- 
esses” will take human beings up to the next step. Dewey’s 
whole critical philosophy may be considered as one exten- 
sive expose of the fallacy and the danger of letting Provi- 
dence — ^in the modern scientific era variously nicknamed 
the “laws of Nature,” the “laws of evolution,” the “laws of 
dialectical materialism” — shape and take care of the des* 
tiny of human ends. 

Of course no organization of interactions, no order or 
causal law of a society is so stable that it suffers no change. 
The stability is always a case of degree, never an absolute 
and eternal kind. Every system of ordered interactions is 
to some extent a disordered system. The element of order, 
as Whitehead says, is the order prevalent in that society. 
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It is prevalent, not omnipotent. “A thing may endure 
secula secidoruM and yet not be everlasting; it will crumble 
before the gnawing tooth of time, as it exceeds a certain 
measure. Every existence is an event.” * What Dewey here 
calls the gnawing tooth of time is the disordering factor in- 
volved in any interaction. It's not the tooth but the gnaw- 
ing of the tooth that counts. 

We have so far been considering societies or interactive 
continua as within themselves, leaving the “environment” 
in the shadowy background. Analytically, inhabitant and 
habitat can be distinguished from one another, but it has 
sufficiently well been demonstrated that they are symbi- 
otically related. Moreover, as is clear in the quotation 
from Whitehead above, the society constitutes the im- 
mediate environment of its members. 

But every society is included within a larger environ- 
ment. To quote Whitehead further on this point: 

There is no society in isolation. Every society must be 
considered with its background of a wider environment 
... the given contributions of the environment must 
at least be permissive of the self-sustenance of the so- 
ciety. Also, in proportion to its importance, this back- 
ground must contribute those general characters which 
the more special character of the society presupposes for 
its members. But this means that the environment, Ijp- 
gether with the society in question, must form a larger 
society in respect to some more general characters than 
those defining the society from which we started. Thus 
we arrive at the principle that every society requires a 
social background, of which it is itself a part. In refer- 
ence to any given society the world of actual entities 
[interactive continua, situations, occasions, individual 
societies] is to be conceived as forming a background in 
layers of social order, the defining characteristics be- 
coming wider and more general as we widen the back- 
ground. Of course the remote actualities of the back- 

♦ Infra, p. 1051-1052. 
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ground have their own sp)ecific characteristics of various 
types of social order. But such specific characteristics 
have become irrelevant for the society in question by 
reason of the inhibitions and attenuations introduced by 
discordance, that is to say, disorder. (Process and ReaU 
tty, p. 138.) 

The outline of fundamental, general agreement between 
Dewey and Whitehead is the reason for this quotation 
just now. So we need not stop to consider the points in 
the passage which are indicative of specific differences in 
the two philosophies. They will emerge in the course of the 
subsequent argument — in case they have not emerged as 
yet. 

An ivory billiard ball placidly resting on a billiard 
table in the Union Club in New York City is within the 
same Nature as an electron dancing around near the center 
of the sun. Billiard ball and electron are both included 
within the larger environment which includes the sun and 
New York City. However, by virtue of the “inhibitions 
and attenuations” introduced between the localities of the 
electron and billiard ball, the historical careers of these 
two are significantly irrelevant to each other. Within the 
locality where the electron is dancing, the dancing of the 
electron is productive of some consequences. Although it 
may be hard to believe it, yet it is true that within the 
locality where the ivory ball is placidly resting, it also 
is productive of consequences. Irrelevance with respect to 
each other of two restricted histories, by virtue of attenua- 
tion of interactivity between the localities within which 
these histories transpire, is not evidence of “discontinuity” 
or of breaks in nature, in the sense of ab3rsses between. It 
is evidence of attenuation, of diminution of interactivity 
to the point where no appreciable consequences are the 
result. However, even the billiard ball and the electron can 
be made significantly relevant to each other by including 
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them in an environment that is sufficiently wide, and by 
making the interactive functions within that embracive so- 
ciety sufficiently narrow. By the conjoint process of widen- 
ing the environment and narrowing the range of interac- 
tivity, it might even be possible to make the billiard ball 
relevant in the political history of the United States. How- 
ever, whether or not this can be done, it is by this double 
process of widening the environment and narrowing the 
range of interactivity that, scientifically, our solar system 
and Betelgeuse for example become connected minor his- 
tories within a larger history. And so on, illustrations with- 
out end. 


XXII 

Inquiry proceeds by making distinctions and every dis- 
tinction is also a connection. If there were no natural dif- 
ferences in Nature and no natural interactions going on, 
inquiry could not proceed. The nature of Nature makes 
inquiry possible and not the other way about. Within the 
history of Nature, inquiry is one of the emergent histories, 
it is a proceeding included within the larger procession. It 
does not follow the whole procession after it has gone by, 
nor does it come into existence before the whole procession 
has started. It is neither trailing the rear nor leading at thi 
point just above the head. 

The existence of inquiry is an exemplification of one 
of the existential differences matured within Nature. As an 
existential difference within differences, inquiry can and 
does make further existential differences. This is saying the 
^,ame thing said just before in another way. If the proced- 
ure of inquiry did not make differences within Nature, it 
would not be one of the goings on in Nature. It would be 
completely outside Nature^ And if by some miraculous 
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sleight-of-word we put it “inside,” then our miracle — ^like 
all miracles — does nothing to alter the situation, except to 
make it worse if, while “inside” inquiry it is a non-inter- 
acting member, neither changing nor being changed nor 
making changes. The nature of the case before the miracle 
is the same as after, only now we have a miracle on our 
liands to “explain.” Whatever cannot participate in the 
goings on, is completely outside even when you call it in. 
If the miracle makes inquiry interactive, the consequence 
of changes and productive of other changes, it is again a 
useless encumbrance. The goings on within Nature can 
take better care of that. On this point, too, Whitehead if 
in general agreement with Dewey:” The very possibility of 
knowledge should not be an accident of God’s goodness; ii 
should depend on the interwoven natures of things. After 
all, God’s knowledge has equally to be explained.” * 

For inquiry to make existential differences within Na- 
ture, it is not of course necessary for inquiry to be compe- 
tent to change everything in Nattife, to make the whole 
procession different. To be competent to do this it would 
have to be outside the procession. Although both Archi- 
medes and common experience have proved this with suf- 
ficient conclusiveness to satisfy ordinary intelligences, 
some idealistic philosophers (and scientists too) are still 
holding out against the proof. It is also not necessary for 
Dewey’s fundamental proposition, that inquiry be able to 
make existential changes in the major divisions of the nat- 
ural procession. The procedures of human inquiry are in- 
competent to change the monotonous rounds the earth 
makes about the sun. Because the planets go round in 
circles is, however, no reason why human beings should. 
Inquiry makes changes within the localities where inquiry 

* Process and Reality, p. 289 ; itaUcs mine. 
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goes on, and the extent and range of these localities is not 
determinable philosophically and is not fixed but is deter- 
mined by and in the advance of inquiry itself. 

When the philosophic or logical analysis of inquiry is 
controlled by the experimental procedure of inquiry as that 
appears in gross and macroscopic experience of inquiries, 
there is no difficulty at all in establishing the naturalness 
and validity of the foregoing. It becomes almost too ob- 
viously natural to bear mentioning. Newton to the con- 
trary notwithstanding, experimental inquiry cannot come 
after the goings on in the experiment have ended nor, of 
course, can the inquiry start or finish before the process has 
begun. Experimental inquiry is a procedure that works 
within and while the processes inquired into are going on. 

Furthermore, when laboratory activity is made an in- 
tegral functioning element within inquiry, the validity of 
the proposition that inquiry is an existential procedure 
the consequence of which is the production of existential 
changes, is also quite naturally established. In the labora- 
tory existential changes are made. No one questions that. 
Finally, when theoretical activity is also made an integral 
functioning element within inquiry, and hence interactive 
with the laboratory activity — ^the consequence of their in- 
teractivity constitutiiig scientific or controlled inquiry — f 
there is similar natural ease experienced in establishing the 
validity of the proposition that theoretical activity within 
inquiry is instrumental in the production of existential 
changes. 

The difficulties come into philosophy and logic only 
when theoretical activity is separated from practical ac- 
tivity. And when that separation is made, and the sublime 
exaltation of theory maintained as a primitive metaphysi- 
cal gift — and like all gifts, to be accepted without asking 
any questions and to be purely enjoyed — difficulties do not 
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attach themselves merely to the proposition or propositions 
just enunciated: they simply swarm over every topic and 
every part of every topic modem and contemporary philos- 
ophers inquire into. With a vengeful justice that may or 
may not be actually divine, the difficulties especially con- 
gregate thick and fast about the topic of theoretical ac- 
tivity, and are unceasingly harassing. The “purity” of 
theoretical activity which is originally invoked “to ex- 
plain” the nature and progress of scientific inquiry has in 
turn to be “explained” by a still purer and hierarchically 
higher pure theoretical activity. The first pure theoretical 
activity being called “scientific,” the second naturally be- 
comes “metaphysical.” That the hierarchical series ends 
abruptly with the latter is again a matter of pyschological 
stoppage and not of logical conclusion. The term “meta- 
physics” is as wonderfully effective psychologically when 
the pure theoretical pursuit is hierarchically pursued in the 
line of ascent as when it is pursued in the line of descent: 
when it is introduced it just as effec^vely gives the feeling 
of having hit the ultimate ceiling as of having hit the ulti- 
mate floor. 

The latter “metaphysical case” is exemplified in the 
philosophy of Russell, the former in the philosophy of 
Whitehead. 


XXIII 

“The concept of an ideally isolated system,” writes 
Whitehead, “is essential to scientific theory.” As an in- 
stance of such a system he cites Newton’s First Law of 
Motion. In explanation of what he means by the concept of 
an ideally isolated system, Whitehead goes on to say: 

This conception embodies a fundamental character of 
things, without which science, or indeed any knowledge 
on the part of finite intellects, would be impossible. The 
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'isolated” system is not a solipsist system, apart from i 
which there would be non-entity. It is isolated as within \ 
the universe. This means that there are truths respect- ’ 
ing this system which require reference only to the re- 
mainder of things by way of a uniform systematic 
scheme of relationships. Thus the conception of an 
isolated system is not the conception of substantial in- 
dependence from the remainder of things, but of free- 
dom from casual contingent dependence upon detailed 
items within the rest of the universe. Further, this free- 
dom from casual dependence is required only in respect 
to certain abstract characteristics which attach to the 
isolated system, and not in respect to the system in its 
full concreteness. {Science and the Modern World, 
p. 68; italics mine.) 

It is hardly necessary to point out, after what has al- 
ready been said, that there is no difference between Dewey 
and Whitehead as to the general issue that when we “iso- 
late” a system within Nature we do not substantially tear 
it out of Nature. The continuity within Nature effectively 
prevents that. We have to isolate because scientific inquiry 
can get on only by attacking Nature piecemeal. But Na- 
ture is not in pieces. 

There is also hardly any need for pointing out that there 
is no difference between Dewey and Whitehead as to the 
general issue whether or not this “conception” — ^withojft 
which, truly enough, no knowledge whatsoever could be ac- 
quired — “embodies a fundamental character of things.” 
Things are isoXable within Nature because things within 
Nature are different. And they are theoretically isolable, 
but not substantially separable, because they are connected 
within Nature. The conception of an ideally isolated sys- 
tem, isolated as within Nature, is, therefore, an exempli- 
fication of fundamental characters in Nature. It exempli- 
fies at the same time both the existence of differences and 
the existence of continuity. 
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So far so good and general agreement so far. But the 
agreement is general. Just as soon as we probe deeper all 
the specific differences between Dewey’s philosophy and 
logic and Whitehead’s begin to crop out, one after another. 
And they are all consequences of the one comprehensive 
fundamental difference between Dewey and Whitehead, 
namely, that Dewey does not substantially tear out ex- 
perimental practice from scientific inquiry, whereas White- 
head does precisely this thing. This is the difference be- 
tween these two philosophers, and the consequences of this 
difference appear and reappear in every specific context 
of their respective philosophies. Because of this funda- 
mental difference the more closely these philosophies ap- 
proach each other, the more clearly, emphatically and ir- 
reconcilably do they stand apart. 

The theory of scientific theory is the formal meeting- 
place of all philosophic differences. Here some differences 
have their formal-logical point of origin whence they issue 
to work their way through the uiacroscopic domains of 
philosophic inquiry, growing to ever larger macroscopic 
size as they proceed; here differences originally developed 
in the macroscopic fields are reduced to the microscopic 
size of derived, refined objects of logical reflection. All dif- 
ferences are gathered together, systematically or otherwise, 
in this central sheepfold of philosophy. That this should 
be so is of course natural. Philosophy itself is a professional 
theoretical activity and if it didn’t do this sort of thing it 
could never pull itself together. 

The main issue of difference between Dewey and White- 
head is also the main issue in the whole of Western phi- 
losophy. The only specific differences relevant for examina- 
tion here are such as will help to lead the reader up to, if 
not into, the significance of Dewey’s philosophy. 
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XXIV 

In what sense does Whitehead mean that the concept of 
an ideally isolated system is essential to scientific theory? 
In the passage quoted his meaning is ambiguously iih- 
plicit; in another passage he makes it quite explicit. “All 
scientific progress depends upon jirst framing a formula 
giving a general description of observed fact.” That he 
means “first” in the sense that would make scientific 
theory dependent on the prior existence or operation of a 
metaphysical theory, he also in the same place makes quite 
explicit; in fact, his whole metaphysical construction is an 
elaborate exemplification and justification of this sense. 

. . speculative extension beyond direct observation 
spells some trust in metaphysics . . .” “Apart from meta- 
physical presuppositions there can be no civilization” — 
and science is of course a major ingredient in civilization. 
“Metaphysical understanding guides imagination and 
justifies purpose” * — in science as out. 

Since the framing of the formula, according to White- 
head, is a generalization of observed fact, the observation 
of fact is of course “antecedent” to the theoretical formu- 
lation. But it is “antecedent” not in any logical sense, but 
in a brute existential sense; it existentially comes before, ^ 
is merely precedent, purely ancillary. That observation of 
fact can be thus brutally existential, without any logical 
significance, and without requiring some “metaphysical” 
precondition, presupposition or precursive cause is itself 
not due to any logical theory but to the simple fact that 
Whitehead accepts observation as a jacto existential oc- 
currence. This accords accurately with Whitehead’s ac- 
count of Galileo’s contribution to scientific method — I 
mean with that one of his two accounts which described 


* Adventures of Ideas, pp. 263-164; italics mine. 
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the Historical Revolt, of which Galileo was the scientific 
leader — as anti-rationalist, anti-intellectual, as a return to 
the ‘‘contemplation of brute fact.” 

That Whitehead was not able to keep consistently to 
that macroscopic description of the macroscopic histery of 
modern scientific method we have already seen. And the 
vacillations, oscillations and contradictions there macro- 
scopically manifested are repeated microscopically when 
he concerns himself with the nature of scientific method, 
taking the latter analytically, in terms of derived., refined 
objects of philosophic reflection. 

Observation of fact comes first, merely firsts in the an- 
cillary sense indicated above: 

Without the shadow of a doubt, all science l)ases itself 
upon this procedure. It is the first rule ^vf scientific 
method — Enunciate observed correlations of observed 
fact. This is the great Baconian doctrine, namely, Ob- 
serve and observe, until finally you detect a regularity 
of sequence. {Adventures of Ide^, p. 149.) 

Hence the only trouble with the scholastics was that 
they trusted to the inflexible rationality of thei'r metaphys- 
ical dialectic without renewing periodically their acquaint- 
ance with observable fact. By establishing tlie habit of 
brute contemplation of brute fact, by starting the anti- 
rationalist, anti-intellectual Revolt, Galileo, if he did not 
put modern science on its feet, at any rate put it under 
the necessary “restraint.” 

Science begins for Whitehead when theory begins, but to 
get scientific theory beginning, to get it on its feet and keep 
it going, “metaphysics” is necessary. It is “metaphysical 
understanding that guides imagination and justifies pur- 
pose.” To go beyond the direct observation of fact is of 
course an act of imagination, and to frame a formula which 
is a generalization of observed fact is of course the fulfill- 
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ment of scientific purpose. This purpose needs justification j 
therefore in ^^metaphysical understanding” because it can 
find no justification in the facts directly observed. The 
latter are just brute facts and “observation” of them is ap- 
parently as brutish as the facts observed. But if this is so, 
what possible virtue can there be in the great Baconian 
doctrine? What profit to observe and observe until you 
finally detect a regularity of sequence? What is this regu- 
larity of sequence? When the enunciation is made of “the 
observed correlations of observed facts” is that the formula 
framed, or is the formula something else and beyond? 

To accept “observation of fact” as a de facto, brute 
existential occurrence is one thing. But to accept the fram- 
ing of a formula as an existential occurrence is however 
quite another. For a formula is a theory and a theory is a 
going beyond existence and cannot be “derived” from 
existence. The scientific formula cannot find justification 
in the facts because the latter are merely precedent to it; 
and of course it cannot find justification in itself. The Great 
Metaphysical Tradition is dead set against it. Otherwise 
how can it be that a “metaphysical understanding” justi- 
fies a scientific formula, but that metaphysical understand- 
ing does not require a super-metaphysical understanding to 
justify it? If the metaphysical understanding must be ac- 
cepted on its de facto face, what reason is there fpr not ac- 
cepting the scientific understanding on its de facto face? 
If metaphysics were introduced to explain something fur- 
ther, a complication or development which scientific under- 
standing does not explain — ^then there might be some 
reason for the metaphysical extension. But that is not what 
Whitehead introduces metaphysical understanding for. He 
introduces it to explain the formulation of the observed 
correlations of observed fact. But the regularity of se- 
quence, the observed correlations of observed fact, is pre- 
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sumably explained by the great Baconian doctrine: Ob- 
serve and observe. The formula is the enunciation of the 
regularity observed. Do we need a metaphysical under- 
standing to be able to ‘^enunciate”? The metaphysical 
understanding is introduced to explain the explanation. 
And when so introduced, like the miracle discussed before, 
it does nothing to alter the situation except to make it 
worse: we have now a metaphysical understanding to ex- 
plain. 

If Whitehead were able to forget about the observation 
of fact, and the scientific necessity of renewing periodically 
the observation of fact, his philosophy would be able to 
exhibit the inflexible rationality of scholastic logic. His 
dialectic circle of scientific formula and metaphysical pre- 
supposition of scientific formula would be self-enclosed. 
But no philosopher of the logic of modern science can do 
this. ‘Tn all theoretical physics, there is a certain admix- 
ture of facts and calculations.” ^‘Every scientific memoil 
in its record of the ^facts^ is shot thfdugh and through with 
interpretation.” Even if a metaphysical philosopher desired 
to keep the interpretation and let the ^‘facts” go, he could 
not do this as long as he has any regard for science. That 
Whitehead has a fundamental regard for science goes with- 
out saying. By ‘^speculation” he does not mean irrespon- 
sible reverie that with so many passes as ‘^deep metaphysi- 
cal” thought. Nor does he mean the acrobatic juggling with 
metaphysical “categories” characteristic of German phi- 
losophy and carried to supreme heights of absurdity by 
Hegel. As Whitehead brilliantly remarks, Hegers “proced- 
ure is [such] that when in his discussion he arrives at a 
contradiction, he construes it as a crisis in the universe.” 
For Whitdhead “speculative boldness must be balanced by 
complete humility before logic and before factJ* ♦ And 

* Process and Reality, p. 25 ; italics mine. 
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hence Whitehead repudiates the ‘‘belief that logical incon- 
sistencies can indicate an 3 rthmg else than some antecedent 
errors.” * 

Complete humility before logic and before fact is a wise 
provision of restraint for speculative boldness. But this 
provision of restraint unfortunately only functions to in- 
tensify the problem as to how metaphysical understanding 
can “guide and justify” scientific theory. Humility before 
what logic? Restraint by which fact? “Every memoir in its 
record of the ‘facts’ is shot through and through with inter- 
pretation.” Are we to be completely humble before such 
facts? Obviously not. Whitehead puts such “facts” in sus- 
picion-engendering quotation marks. If we must trust 
metaphysical understanding to get beyond any direct ob- 
servation of fact, whence issues the “logic” by which “spec- 
ulative boldness” is to be restrained? Whitehead does not 
get self-enclosed in a dialectic circle only because he con- 
sistently involves himself in logical inconsistencies. The 
latter cannot indicate anything else than some antecedent 
errors — ^but they can indicate that. 

And Whitehead’s antecedent error is his dismissal of lab- 
oratory experimentation as irrelevant for the philosophic 
understanding of the topic of scientific method. Scientific 
method then falls apart into two disconnected halves: 4- 
rect observation of fact on the one hand and framing of 
formulas on the other. 

The direct observation of fact precedes scientific theo- 
retical formulation, but does not follow through. The fram- 
ing of the formula succeeds the direct observation of fact, 
but does not follow from. It is impossible to leave the two 
in final and irrevocable unrelatedness not because the his- 
toric philosophic mission is to find some unity and this 

* Process and ReaUty, p. viii. This is number ix and the last in 
the *^list of prevalent habits of thought, which are repudiated” by 
Whitehead. It is also in some respects the most important. 
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great purpose cannot be gainsaid — although in Whitehead 
this purpose is extraordinarily active. It is impossible to 
leave the unrelatedness final and irrevocable because of the 
indubitable macroscopic subject-matter in primary experi- 
ence of modern science: the interprenetration of fact and 
theory. The natural tie between fact and theory being dis- 
carded at the outset, there is only one other way known to 
philosophy of establishing a tie: the introduction of a 
^^metaphysical understanding” which serves like the 
stretched rope between Newton’s horse and stone. 

XXV 

In Dewey’s philosophy interaction and continuity inter- 
cept and unite. To give any special precedence or domi- 
nance to the one or the other within his philosophy would 
be to distort his philosophy and rob it of its unique 
strength. But within the history of philosophy, ancient, 
modern and contemporary, the weight of novelty and im- 
portance of contribution falls upcxt interaction. For there 
are a variety of “continuities” and various systems of phi- 
losophy have been developed in celebration of the varieties. 
To go no further afield than our two principal contrasting 
philosophies — those of Russell and Whitehead — they also 
are devoted to the end of establishing continuity. Some of 
Russell’s strangest and most contradictory conclusions, in 
fact, are due to his efforts in search of “continuity” and the 
kind of “continuity” he uses. He manages to get everything 
“inside the head” because “causal continuity” makes that 
necessary, the causal continuity alleged to be firmly estab- 
lished by “physics.” To get any other result, says Russell, 
we would have to suppose a “preposterous kind of discon- 
tinuity.” {Philosophy, [1927] p. 140.) And rather than do 
that, a preposterous conclusion is apparently preferable 
from the standpoint of “logic” and “philosophy.” 
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In Whitehead^s philosophy also “continuity” is the dom- ( 
inant theme. And^ despite the fact that in some domains of \ 
philosophic inquiry Whitehead has developed “continu- \ 
ities” with a wealth of detail and fineness of analytic pre- 
cision superior to Dewey, Whitehead lands in the strangest 
and most contradictory conclusions — also because of the 
kind of conception of “continuity” he employs. Whitehead, 
unlike Russell, is not restrained by the kind of “causal con- 
tinuity” alleged to be established by “physics”; as a cre- 
ator of the “philosophy of the organism” the biological 
sciences carry great weight with him. However, in the phi- 
losophies of neither Whitehead nor Russell can it be said 
that “interaction” plays any significant role. At the risk 
of possible exaggeration, I would say that in the philosch 
phies Oi neither do you find any interaction at all.* And at 
the same risk, I would say that you will not find any inter- 
action in any contemporary philosophy of equal rank — 
any philosophy that has not itself been produced under 
the influence of Dewey. 

And where there are no interactions there are no con- 
sequences — ^both in the Deweyan sense explained, in the 
sense macroscopically experienced by everyone, in the 
sense that is emphatically evident in the performance of 
laboratory experiments. The failure of philosophers ‘Xo 
wander off on the topic of experiment” when dealing with 
the topic of scientific method and all other topics of phi- 
losophy is the root source of the failures of those philoso- 
phers. A contradiction or logical inconsistency in a phi- 
losophy is not evidence of a crisis in the universe. It is evi- 
dence of antecedent error in that philosophy. But a con- 
tradiction is also evidence of something more: a contradic- 

♦If their philosophies exhibited fundamental consistency, there 
would ^ no risk attached to making this statement. For obviously, 
there am be no interaction where practice is extruded ab initio as 
irrdevant. 
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tion is evidence of discontinuity, of a break, or an irrecon- 
cilable conflict in the system. A philosophy that cannot 
proceed in its establishment of “continuity^^ except by 
going from one contradiction to another is not fulfilling its 
avowed purpose, is not realizing its acknowledged objec- 
tive. 

That Newton’s “world of physics” should ever have 
been taken as the ultimate revelation of the reality of the 
physical world or of Nature was due, as we have seen, to 
the operation of the Greek Formula. But philosophers, 
who are living and thinking beings, could never rest satis- 
fied with that acceptance. Instead of getting rid of the su- 
perstition, inherited from Plato, that any “theoretical sci- 
ence” is ipso facto the ultimate reality of the subject-mat- 
ter it is alleged to be about, philosophers began construct- 
ing rival systems, aided in their efforts in the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries by the new sciences of biology, 
psychology and latterly Einsteinian physics. 

The fundamental constituents Of Newton’s “world 
of physics” were the atoms — mathematical points shot 
through and through with physical interpretation. The 
atom was a thing without Internal differences, eternal aihd 
unchangeable. About the nature of the Newtonian atom 
no inquiry could therefore be made and nothing said. It 
had to be accepted as an ultimate and very brutish “fact.” 
One atom could be distinguished from another by the 
purely external means of the something “between” them. 
But no atom ever got inside any “between” and no 
between” ever got inside an atom. Like the stretched 
rope between horse and stone, all “relations” in the New- 
-tonian world “tied things apart.” 

The “mechanics” of the Newtonian world of ph3?sics 
were mathematically perfect. The ultimate atoms could be 
put through all the known mathematical paces without 
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ever an interaction taking place to disturb the perfect 
mathematical balance. Every now and then the physical 
world would seem to intrude and upset the calculations, 
but the ultimate metaphysical, mathematical balance of 
the system for several hundred years went along quite un- 
perturbed. Of the general features of the Newtonian 
‘‘world of physics” Whitehead well writes: 

. . . space and time, with all their current mathemati- 
cal properties are ready-made for the material masses; 
the material masses are ready-made for the “forces” 
which constitute their action and reaction; and space, 
and time, and material masses, and forces are alike 
ready-made for the initial motions which the Deity im- 
presses throughout the universe. {Process and Reality, 
p. I43-I44-) 

Newton had ever3rthing perfectly “related” in his “world 
of physics” but everything “related” was external to the 
relation between. “Is there, in the end,” Bradley asked, 
“such a thing as a relation which is merely between terms? 
Or, on the other hand, does not a relation imply an under- 
lying unity and an inclusive whole?”* Whitehead agrees 
with Btadley and so does Dewey — ^but for fundamentally 
different reasons and in different ways. Both Bradley and 
Whitehead ask whether in the end there can be suej^ a 
relation. t)ewey aslcs whether there can be such in the 
beginning, Bradley and Whitehead ask whether m the end 
all things are not interrelated; Dewey asks whether in the 
beginning all things are not interactive. 

If you start out as Bradley did, by taking “external 
relations” exemplified in the Newtonian “world of physics” 
as the nature of relations in the physical world or em- 
pirical Nature, you will naturally “in the end^^ reach a 
philosophy wherein the situation is reversed. Instead of 

^Quoted in Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas, p. 296; italics in 
criginal. 
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saying that the Newtonian “world of physics” was only 
a mathematicized “appearance” of the reality of the em- 
pirical world (and a very poor and distorted appearance 
at that), Bradley, as all other Idealistic philosophers, 
identified the “world of physics” with the physical world 
and then made the latter an “appearance” of a Super- 
natural Absolute Reality. 

Russell escapes from Bradley^s ending only because he 
abandons his project of “continuity” in the end. Whitehead 
does not abandon his project and though he is “in sharp 
disagreement with Bradley, the final outcome is after all 
not so greatly different.”* And the reason for the approxi- 
mate identity of outcome is rather simple. In the beginning 
they start with “relations,” whereas “relations” are arrived 
at in the ending of philosophic as of scientific inquiry. In 
the beginning, in the gross and macroscopic subject-matter 
in primary experience, there are interactions, 

“Once with internal relations, always with internal rela- 
tions” says Whitehead {Science and the Modem World, 
p. 230). On behalf of Newton, if not of all mathematical 
physicists, it might be said “once with external relations, 
always with external relations.” And on behalf of Dewey 
it can be said “once with interactions, always with inter- 
actions,” but the relations between systems of interactions 
or interactive continua (societies, situations or local his- 
tories) may be “external” or “internal” depending upon 
the extent and quality of the interactivity between the 
systems of interactions or interactive continua involved. 
When by virtue of the “inhibitions and attenuations” the 
interactivity has decreased so that there are no appreciable 
consequences of the interactivity in the members in that 
interactive system, then the members are in so far external 
to each other. The billiard ball on the billiard table in 

* Process and Reality, p. viL 
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New York City and the electron dancing round the center 
of the sun are, when judged by the interactivity between 
them, externally related. When we unite the billiard ball 
and electron by some system of relations, then within that 
system they are internally related and that relation is not 
merely between them but implies an inclusive whole and an 
underlying unity. That inclusive whole or underlying unity 
is precisely what the system provides. 

For a philosophy not to be able to maintain distinctions 
between natural differences is as vicious and disastrous as 
not to be able to maintain connections between things that 
are interconnected. Every interaction is the interception 
and union of continuity and difference. The actions within 
any interaction are different — otherwise there would be no 
interaction. That actions within an interaction are intern- 
ally related is obvious. That is what an interaction is. And 
the consequences of any interaction are internally related 
to the interaction of which they are the consequences. 
Things that are interactive are internally related. Things 
that are not interactive with respect to each other are 
externally related. Without ^inhibitions and attenuations” 
of interactivity in some respect there could not be systems 
or organizations of interactivities in other respects. With- 
out external relations there could be no differences. Witfi- 
out internal relations there could be no"continuity. Inter- 
action and continuity intercept as well as unite. Without 
the interception and imion, there would be no world and 
no inquiry in that world. When we are controlled by our 
gross and macroscopic experience of doings-undergoings, 
of interactions and consequences, the doctrine of internal 
relations ceases to be “one of the dubieties of meta- 
physics”^ and the doctrine of external relations ceases to 
be one of the absolute and self-sufficient certdnties of 


* Adventures of Ideas, p. 147. 
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mathematical science. Control of philosophic thought by 
the gross and macroscopic subject-matter in primary ex- 
perience saves us from Hobson’s nightmarish choice: 
either the suffocation of internal relations and nothing but 
internal relations; or, the vacuous extinction of external 
relations and nothing but external relations. In Nature 
there are lungs to breathe and air to be breathed. There is 
no reason why there shouldn’t be the same in philosophy. 

XXVI 

In the beginning, in the laboratory experiment, in the 
experience of living beings, in the doings-undergoings of 
all things within Nature, there are interactions and conse- 
quences. In the ending, in the theoretical systems of de- 
rived, refined objects of reflection, whether scientific or 
philosophic, there are relations and implications. 

In philosophies and sciences where there are no inter- 
actions, where the latter are never referred to, where they 
are never the objects of denotative inference, of pointing 
out, there are no consequences. 

The corruption of the meaning of “interaction” which 
resulted from the workings of Newton’s Third Law was 
bound to pass over into and corrupt the meaning of the 
term ‘^consequences.” One illustration of the use of “conse- 
quences” in the Newtonianesque sense is of special illum- 
inating value. Whitehead writes: 

Mathematics can tell you the consequences of your be- 
liefs. For example, if your apple is composed of a finite 
number of atoms, mathematics will tdl you that the 
number is even or odd. But you must not ask mathe- 
matics to provide you with the apple, the atoms, and 
the finiteness of their number. There is no valid infer- 
ence from mere possibility to matter of fact, or, in other 
words, from mere mathematics to concrete nature. {Ad^ 
ventures of Ideas, p. xdx; italics mine.) 
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In no sense, no matter how you take the belief, docs 
mathematics tell you a consequence of your belief when it \ 
tells you, under the conditions given, that the finite num- 
ber of atoms is '^even or odd.’’ 

Let us first consider a case which Whitehead clearly 
does not intend. Let us suppose you make an actual count 
of the number of atoms in your apple and reach a finite 
number. That number is the consequence of your counting 
(doing-undergoing) and that number is the content of your 
belief. The consequence of your counting is that you know 
the finite number you reached and you know that it is 
even or you know that it is odd. You know which one. 

By the process of counting you reached say the finite 
number loo. The consequence of your belief, says mathe- 
matics, is that your number is “even or odd.” Suppose you 
take this “consequence” (as you should if it really is a 
consequence) as a questioning of the result reached and so 
you go back and count again. As a consequence of your 
second counting you reach say the number loi. The con- 
sequence of your belief, says mathematics, is that your 
number is “even or odd,” After a time you might catch on, 
and after a further time still you might even get tired of 
that game. It’s just like the game “true or false.” 

Now let us consider the case Whitehead clearly inters 
— ^when you have not made an actual count. Does mathe- 
matics in such case tell you a consequence of your belief 
when you provide it with a finite number of atoms and 
it tells you the number is “even or odd”? If you do not 
provide mathematics with a definite finite number, what 
can you provide it with? What can the content of your 
belief be? Why, it can only be that selfsame formula: a 
finite number “even or odd.” The fact that you are pro- 
viding mathematics with a finite number of atoms is only 
a joker in the case. For it is presupposed or assumed that 
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atoms are always wholes^ that they do not split, and hence 
any number of atoms will always be a finite whole number. 
You will never get loo 1/3 atoms, which is a number that 
is not “even or odd.” A finite number of whole numbers 
(atoms) is a number that is “even or odd” when the 
number is not definitely specified. That is what a finite 
number of whole numbers mathematically means. Bring 
to mathematics a belief the content of which is “even or 
odd” and mathematics will tell you the “consequence” of 
your belief is “even or odd.” We have the same thing taken 
twice over, once as “belief” and once as “mathematics.” 
(Just as Newton took the same thing twice over, once as 
the Third Law of Motion and once as the horse, stone and 
stretched rope between.) 

There is another possibility of interpretation to be 
briefly explored. Suppose you don’t know anything about 
mathematics. Suppose you have, like some pre-literates, 
counted up only to four. Mathematic^, that is, mathema- 
ticians who have gone beyond yout limited researches in 
the divine art, can tell you what consequences they haw 
reached as a result of their inquiries. In this sense, mathe- 
matics told Descartes Euclidean geometry and algebra^ 
and then Descartes turned round and told mathematics 
what it didn’t know before — ^analytical geometry. In this 
sense mathematics told Newton and Leibnitz what pre- 
vious mathematicians had discovered as a consequence of 
their inquiries and then they turned round and told mathe- 
matics what it didn’t know before — Fluxions or Calculus 
In this sense, mathematics can tell you what mathema- 
ticians have learnt up to the time of the telling. But 
mathematics cannot tell you anything that has not yet 
been found out^ any consequence of mathematical inquiry 
that has not yet been reached. 

But even when thus pedagogically interpreted, mathe- 
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matics is not telling you a consequence of your belief — if , 
you take the belief psychologically. Mathematics is the last \ 
inquiry on earth that can tell you what the consequences ■ 
of any belief are— even when the content of the belief is 
mathematical. Witness the illustrious case of Pythagoras. 
He held the belief that numbers are “even or odd.’^ When 
mathematics told him that there is a number that is neither 
even nor odd but both (the square root of 2) the conse- 
quence of his belief in “even or odd” was that he wouldn’t 
believe what his own mathematical researches told him: 
he wouldn’t believe that the square root of 2 was really a 
number at all, an object of rational mathematical thought 
and true mathematical belief. Pythagoras wasn’t the first 
mathematician nor the last philosopher whose mathemati- 
cal beliefs had consequences of this order. Whitehead him- 
self is by far the greatest contemporary mathematical- 
philosopher whose mathematical beliefs have in this re- 
spect quite thoroughly Pythagorean consequences. White- 
head objects to the “casual” heterogeneity of space-time 
in Einstein’s system because it is “inherent in my [White- 
head’s] theory to maintain the old division between 
physics and geometry.”* The details in the case between 
Whitehead and Einstein are much more complicated t^n 
in the case Pythagoras confronted. But the two cases are 
in principle identical. It was inherent in Pythagoras’ 
theory to maintain the old division between even and odd. 
When a number came along that exhibited a casual heter- 
ogeneity of even-and-odd, Pythagoras would have nothing 
to do with it. And all good Greek mathematicians and 
philosophers followed his lead. 

Mathematics can tell no one any consequence of any 
belief. And mathematics, pure mathematics, can tell no 

* Quoted from Whitehead’s The Principle of Relativity in Analy- 
sis of Matter, p. 77. 
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consequences of an3rthing — ^probability theories not^th- 
standing. There is no valid inference from mere mathe- 
matics to concrete nature. And consequences are in con- 
crete nature. Mathematics is the consequence of inquiry, 
and the consequences of mathematical inquiry when used 
have further consequences. 

The practically inseparable complementary of the in- 
tellectual habit of calling “consequences^^ what are plainly 
not consequences, is the intellectual habit of not calling 
consequences what are plainly consequences. One illustra- 
tion from Whitehead will amply exemplify the latter. 

Whitehead is critical of “the Positivist doctrine con- 
cerning’ Law, namely, that a Law of Nature is merely an 
observed persistence of pattern in the observed succes-- 
sion of natural things: Law is then merely description.”* 
In analytical description of this doctrine, Whitehead has 
the following essential things to say: 

It [Positivism] presupposes that we have direct ac- 
quaintance with a succession of things. This acquaint- 
ance is analysable into a succession of things observed. 
But our direct acquaintance consists not only in distinct 
observations of the distinct things in succession, but 
also it includes a comparative knowledge of the succes- 
sive observations. Acquaintance is thus cumulative and 
comparative. The laws of nature are nothing else than 
the observed identities of pattern persisting throughout 
the series of comparative observations. Thus a law of 
nature says something about things observed and noth- 
ing more. 

The preoccupation of science is the search for simple 
statements which in their joint effect will express cveiy- 
thing of interest concerning the observed occurrences. 
This is the whole tale of science, that and nothing more. 
It is the great Positivist doctrine, largely developed in 
the first half of the nineteenth century, and ever since 

^Advemwes of Ideas, p. 147; itaHcs mine. 
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growing in influence. It tells us to keep to things ob- 
served, and to describe them as simply as we can. That 
is all we can know. Laws are statements of observed 
facts. This doctrine dates back to Epicurus, and em- 
bodies his appeal to the plain man, away from meta- 
physics and mathematics. The observed facts of clear 
experience are understandable, and nothing else. Also 
“understanding** means “simplicity of description.** 
{Adventures of Ideas, pp. 147-148; italics in original.) 

■ The above account is an accurate description of the fun- 
ilamentals of “the great Positivist doctrine** of which the 
i:urrent school of Logical Positivism is one of the hybrid 
offshoots. Although Whitehead is critical of Positivism, he 
\s roundly critical — ^he turns right around and adopts their 
position. Thus on the heels of the above, he goes on to say: 

Without doubt this Positivist doctrine contains a 
fundamental truth about scientific methodology. For ex- 
ample, consider the greatest of all scientiflc generaliza- 
tions, Newton*s Law of Gravitation: — ^Two particles of 
matter attract each other with a force directly propor- 
tional to the square of their distance. The notion of 
“force** refers to the notion of the addition of a com- 
ponent to the vector acceleration of either particle. It 
also refers to the notion of the masses of the particles. 
Again the notion of mass is also explicitly referred to in 
the statement. Thus the mutual spatial relations of ^e 
particles, and their individual masses, are required for 
the Law. To this extent the Law is an expression of the 
presumed characters of the particles concerned. But the 
form of the Law, namely the product of the masses and 
the inverse square of the distance, is purely based upon 
description of observed fact, A large part of Newton*s 
Principia is devoted to a mathematical investigation 
proving that the description is adequate for his pur- 
poses; it collects many details under one principle. 
Newton himself insisted upon this very point. He was 
not specidating; he was not explaining, "^atever your 
cosmological doctrines may be, the motions of the 
planets and the fall of the stones, so far as they have 
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been directly measured, conform to his Law. He is 
enunciating a formula which expresses observed cor- 
relations of observed facts.^ 

We have previously quoted in part the paragraph that 
immediately succeeds the above. For the benefit of com- 
pleting the context of discussion, the paragraph is dted 
here entire: 

Without the shadow of a doubt, all science bases itself 
upon this procedure. It is the first rule of scientific 
method — Enunciate observed correlations of observed 
fact. This is the great Baconian doctrine, namely, Ob- 
serve and observe, until finally you detect a regularity 
of sequence. The scholastics had trusted to metaphysics 
dialectic giving them secure knowledge about the nature 
of things, including the physical world, the spiritual 
world, and the existence of God. Thence they deduced 
the various laws, immanent and imposed, whidi reigned 
supreme throughout Nature. (Adventure of Ideas, p. 
149; italics mine.) 

Whitehead^s grievance against “the great Positivist 
school of thought [which] at the present time reigns 
supreme in the domain of science” is that its 

aim ... is to confine itself to fact, with a discard of 
SI speculation. Unfortunately, amoi|^g all the variant 
schools of opinion, it is the one which can least beat 
confrontation with the facts. It has never been acted 
on. It can never be acted on, for it gives no foothold for 
any forecast of the future around which purpose can 
weave itself. (L. c. p. 159.) 

The great Positivist doctrine — and the Logical Positivist 
doctrine — cannot bear confrontation with the facts. But 
the facts it cannot bear confrontation with are the faai 
of scientific methodology. However, if you accept the Posi^ 
tivist doctrine as a true account of scientific methodokigy, 
if you accept, with them, the consequences of a long and 
* Adventures of Ideas, p. 143; italics isine. 
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complicated procedure of inquiry as the enunciation of^ 
direct observation of observed correlations of observed 
fact, the belated introduction of a ‘^metaphysical under- 
standing’^ of “speculative boldness” to guide imagination 
and justify purpose in the future does not help matters 
any. The future grows out of the present and the great 
trouble with Positivism is that it doesn’t take care of the 
present. Just as the term “metaphysics” has the psycho- 
logical effect of giving the user thereof the feeling of having- 
hit the bottom of the bottom floor or the top of the top 
ceiling, so “Positivism” has the psychological effect of 
giving the user thereof the feeling of standing on the level. 

“As long as man was unable by means of the arts of 
practice to direct the course of events, it was natural for 
him to seek an emotional substitute; in the absence of 
actual certainty in the midst of a precarious and hazardous 
world, men cultivated all sorts of things that would give 
them the feeling of certainty. And it is possible that, when 
not carried to an illusory point, the cultivation of the 
feeling gave man courage and confidence and enabled him 
to carry the burdens of life more successfully. But one 
could hardly seriously contend that this fact, if it be such, 
is one upon which to found a reasoned philosophy.” * 

Philosophic reasonings, like all reasonings, geneiCte 
feelings of certainty. And no individual philosopher can 
ever escape from having those feelings engendered in him. 
A philosopher is at least as human as a scientist and 
usually he is more so. When a philosopher introduces a 
second explanation to explain what the first was introduced 
to explain and then introduces a third explanation to 
explain the second, we have gross and macroscopic evi- 
dence that something is seriously wrong with the first 
explanation and that the philosopher m question is aware 
p. 297-29S; italics in original. 
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that this is the case* When the philosopher stops with his 
third explanation because of the feeling of certainty en- 
gendered in the process, that may be a satisfactory way 
of enabling that philosopher to carry the burdens of his 
philosophy. But no subsequent philosopher ever feels 
under obligation to carry the burdens of his predecessors 
in the same old way. He wouldn’t be a philosopher if he 
did. However, if he follows the same method of pyramiding 
explanations he will soon discover that he can escape the 
burdens of his predecessors only by adding new burdens. 
And they usually turn out to be reconstructed complica- 
tions of the old. 

The histories of Whitehead and Russell exemplify this 
to unfortunate perfection. They began by making a clean 
sweep and then started out from symbolic-logical scratch. 
But what they failed to sweep out was the traditional 
method of philosophy. And that brought all that was so 
industriously swept out back in again. 

As long as the old method prevaSs in philosophy — no 
matter what the symbolic disguise — the same forlorn his- 
tory will be repeated. No burden will ever be removed and 
philosophy, instead of becoming lighter and clearer in 
its historical passage, will become weightier and weightier, 
a denser and denser mass of fiercely entangled ‘‘eternal 
problems,” 


XXVII 

A formula is a formulation. In itself it is a finished 
and completed thing. Any given “ideally isolated system” 
such as the First Law of Motion is a formula. As such it 
is the final term of a sequential history of inquiry. Instead 
of all scientific progress depending upon first framing a 
formula, just the opposite is true: the framing of a 
formula is the fulfillment, the realization, the cansequence 
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of scientific progress made. As the last term of that se- 
quential order of inquiry, it is irrelevant to scientific 
progress, although it may, of course, be, in addition, an 
initial term in another sequential order of inquiry. And 
when it is made such an initial term in another inquiry, 
then of course it does become relevant to jurther scientific 
progress. The Third Law of Motion, for example, is an- 
other of Newton’s “ideally isolated systems,” the final 
term, the consequence of another order of inquiry. And in 
reaching that conclusion, there can be no doubt Newton 
was helped by using the notion of the First Law. So, too, 
on a vastly more complicated scale, with the formula 
which constitutes the Law of Gravitation. It is the net 
consequence, the terminal result, of an elaborate history 
of inquiry involving the use of all the “notions” Whitehead 
specified — and many more besides. 

When scientific theoretical inquiry is as highly devel- 
oped as it is in modern times, the use of ideally isolated 
theoretical systems — formulae — is a matter of course. And 
to continue theoretical inquiry on the same high level, and 
to further the development of that high level the con- 
tinued use of ideally isolated theoretical systems becomes 
n matter of necessity. In this sense, the concept of “ideally 
'6o]ated systems” is essential to scientific theory. 

However, there is a fundamental difference between the 
/oncept of an ideally isolated system, and the concept o^ 
“ideally isolated systems.” The former is the concept of a' 
specific system which is the consequence of inquiry under- 
taken and completed. The “truths” it contains are the 
truths attained. The latter is the general concept of a 
method of procedure. It contains no “truths” at all but 
IS part of the method of attaining truths. And like every 
method of procedure, it is itself the consequence of pro- 
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ceeding. It is developed in the course of using that method 
of procedure. 

Evety specific isolatbn is the consequence of an activity 
involving the use of the method of isolating. When, a while 
back, we were considering the laboratory ezp)erimentalist 
“by himself,” we had him “by himself” as a consequence 
of having performed an act of isolation. It was an achieve- 
ment, a consequence of inquiry, not a datum or gift to 
inquiry. We are now so expert, so habituated to using 
the method of isolating — ^in some cases — ^we take the con- 
sequences for granted, as if they were naturally coming 
to us and we did not have to go out and get them. 

Because laboratory and theoretical activities are inter- 
active within inquiry, the consequence of performing the 
initial act of isolating did not separate the laboratory 
activity from the theoretical, but isolated it as witlun 
inquiry. If we had stopped after achieving that initial 
consequence, that consequence would have been the total 
content of our “ideally isolated system.” The “tnith” con- 
tained in that “ideally isolated system” would Iiave been 
the sole “truth” that laboratory ettperimentatJon can be 
isolated as within inquiry. That would be a “truth” of 
that system because that system was the consequence of 
inquiry undertaken and carried to that completion, llie 
enunciation of .the proposition “laboratory experimenta- 
tion can be isolated within inquiry” would be the formula- 
tion of the consequences achieved, of the scientific progress 
made. 

However, we didn’t stop there but continued with our 
inquiry. As a consequence of that continuance we acquired 
further “truths.” The content of our initially ideally 
isolated system was increased. Some of the further conse- 
quences, some of the further truths, were, for example, that 
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laboratory experimentation involves the use^of instruments 
and materials; that an experiment is an organization of 
instruments and materials in accordance with a plan; that 
an experiment is performed with an end-in-view. 

Now “plan*^ and ‘‘end-in-view’* are theoretical elements, 
consequences of theoretical activity. Without going over 
the whole ground again, suffice to say that the general 
consequence of our inquiry into the conduct of laboratory 
activity was that the consequences of theoretical activity 
are internally involved at every point; that the continuity 
and interaction of the two intercept and unite. 

If laboratory experimentation can be isolated within 
scientific inquiry, naturally, the same can be done with 
scientific theoretical experimentation. In fact, the con- 
sequence of isolating either one is that the other is also 
thereby isolated, since the two comprise the totality of 
scientific inquiry. 

When we were analyzing the conduct of laboratory 
ictivity, we were constantly compelled to take into account 
the consequences of theoretical activity. Had we based our 
analytical inquiry on the antecedent presupposition that 
laboratory experimentation is “practice” and separated 
from “theory,” the consequence of tliat presupposition 
would have been that no analysis would have been possible. 
Such an antecedent condition would have been a cause 
sufficient to have the effect of extruding laboratory activity! 
from inquiry into scientific method. 

When, having achieved the initial isolation of the 
scientific theoretical activity, we proceed to inquire further 
into it, we are likewise compelled to take into account the 
laboratory activity. In the one case as in the other, the 
compulsion is essentially inevadable because of the func- 
tional interactivity of theoretical and practical activities. 

The compulsion is inevadable. But like all compulsions 
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working in theoretical enterprise-rof which philosophy is 
one — it is postponable. In fact, if it couldn^t be postponed, 
there would be no theoretical activity of any sort. For all 
thinking or deliberation consists precisely in postponing 
what has to be done. In technical psychological terms, 
thinking, deliberation is consequent upon practical re- 
sponses being delayed. Only by meton3miy, however, is 
thinking itself a “delayed response.” When thinking goes 
on, it delays the overt response further. But thinking is a 
consequence of a mode of socio-biologic organization of 
interactivity, not a metaphysically primitive condition or 
cause. There has to be a response delayed before thinking 
can come into existence and delay a response. 

In the “purest” theoretical activities — ^in symbolist 
poetry, symbolic logic, pure mathematics, and some meta- 
physical philosophies — the compulsion of taking into 
account the consequences of practical activity can be in- 
definitely postponed. Just as soon as it seems imminent 
that the next turn will lead back into practice, all that 
it is necessary to do is to write another symbolist poem, 
develop another symbolic-logical distinction, inquire fur- 
ther into pure mathematics, excogitate some more meta- 
ph3rsical philosophy. 

Such theoretical activities, or at least some of them, have 
a special fascination for the philosopher. A philosopher is 
occupationally, if not constitutionally, prone to dismiss the 
technological uses of the microscope in biology as irrele- 
vant for a philosophy of the sciences or the logic of scien- 
tific method. And having dismissed the microscope at the 
very outset of his inquiry into scientific method, he thinks 
no more of it. Being a theoretician himself, he knows he is 
not going to use a microscope in the conduct of his inquiry. 
However, when he comes to the technological uses of the 
calculus in physics, he does not dismiss that as inelevant 
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for a philosophy of the sciences or the logic of sdentihc 
method-^-especially if the calculus is not the old one of 
Newton but the new tensor calculus of Einstein. And 
having started out by following the lead of his own bent, 
the philosopher can go on and on, indefinitely postponing 
taking into the account of his theoretical analysis the 
consequences of practical activity. He may even reach the 
point Russell early reached, of making the “philosophy of 
mathematics” the whole of the “philosophy of scientific 
method.’* 

However, the ideally isolated systems Whitehead as- 
serted to be essential to scientific theory were not of the 
“pure” theoretical sort. As an instance of the kind of sys- 
tem he meant, he cited Newton’s First Law of Motion: 
“Every body continues in its state of rest, or of uniform 
motion in a straight line, except so far as it may be com- 
pelled by force to change that state.” He did not, as an 
instance of the kind of system he meant, cite a formula 
like A is A or a+b=:b-|-a. For Whitehead, as we have 
already seen, there is no valid inference from mere mathe- 
matics to concrete nature. The systems essential for scien- 
tific theory are such as are ideally isolated within concrete 
Nature. Hence Whitehead’s concern to make clear that 
such systems are not substantially tom out of Nature. 

Newton’s Third Law of Motion is as much an instance 
of an ideally isolated system as his First Law. Formally^ 
considered, it is in fact much better because it has ex-' 
plicitly formulated two terms and a relation between, 
which is the barest minimum for any ideal system. Since 
we have had some dealings with the Third Law, we may 
as well continue with it. It is legitimate to make this 
substitution, for what Whitehead says has application to 
all ideally isolated systems. He is enunciating a general 
character of the conception. Also we may legitimately 
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substitute the Third Law for the Law of Gravitation — ^as 
far as any general argument is concerned. If the form of 
the Law of Gravitation is “purely based upon description 
of observed fact,” why, so is the Third Law of Motion. 
Newton himself insisted on this very point, as we have 
already seen. According to Newton, the Third Law — ^like 
all his Laws — ^is “derived from phenomena.” He was not 
explaining, he was not speculating, he was simply enun- 
ciating a formula which expressed the observed cor- 
relations of observed facts. And like the Law of Gravita- 
tion, the Third Law “collects many details under one 
principle.” 

XXVIII 

When we take a horse out of one field we can do so 
only by taking that horse, in the same process, into 
another field. We can take one thing in nature out of one 
sequential order of events, only by bringing that thing into 
another sequential order of events. In homely language, 
we can go from one place in nature only by going into 
another place in nature. That we can, as a matter of 
practical reality, take a number of things in nature from 
different places and bring them together in one place, is 
not a consequence of any theory about nature blit an 
exemplification of one of the ways in which nature goes on. 

Now when as experimental laboratorians we take a horse 
out of one field, a rope out of another, and a stone out of a 
third, and bring them all together into the laboratory we 
have, to quote Whitehead, “freed” those three things 
“from casual contingent dependence upon detailed items 
within the rest of the universe.” That is, we have brought 
them into casual contingent dependence upon detailed 
items within the laboratory. For so far, we have only 
brought them into the laboratory— which, like every other 
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place, is just another place in Nature. It is only by a 
futuristic figure of speech that we can say we have already 
'‘scientifically isolated” the horse, stone and rope. We have 
only gathered them together — ^as people gather together in 
a theater before the show begins. 

The items within the laboratory (including the labora- 
tory itself) are like all items within the universe. Within 
the laboratory there are items that are “casual” as far as 
the inquiry to be conducted is concerned; but there are 
also other items which are not casual, but causal, with the 
respect to the experiment to be performed.* The scale, 
pulley, meter or other piece of apparatus when organized 
with the three objects into an experiment is a necessary 
causal factor, and not a casual contingent one because we 
have it under control and know how it will behave when 
made an interactive member of the interactive system 
which the experiment constitutes. 

If we had no experimental apparatus within the labora- 
tory, things which we can exercise control over, bringing 
the objects into the laboratory would be of no scientific 
consequence. Horses can be looked at, contemplated, in the 
fields where they roam as well as in the laboratory — if not 
better. 

A scale is a scientifically isolated physical system. A 
perfect scale is a perfect, ideally isolated physical system. 
Since there are no perfect scales, we may say that in so far 
as it is an instrument whose behavior we have standardized 
and regulated to that extent is it an ideally isolated physi- 
cal system. And having made this qualification once, we 
need not make it again. It is taken for granted throughout 
the sequel. 

**Trom the standpoint of control and utihxation, the ten- 
dency to assign superior reality to causes is explicable. A ^cause’ is 
not merely an antecedent; it is that antecedent which if manipu- 
lated regulates the occurrence of the consequent.” Infra, p. 105S* 
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The scale as an instrument of inquiry is the consequence 
of a long series of practical-theoretical investigations 
carried to completion. As a thing, within its own boun- 
daries, the physical scale is no different from the stone 
within its boundaries. Within Nature both are interactive 
continua, neither superior to the other in this respect. 
When the stone is on the floor of the laboratory, scale 
and stone are as casually related, as externally related, as 
contingently related as the stone and the tree nearby the 
stone in the field out of doors. 

When, however, we put the stone on the scale, the 
situation is radically changed. With respect to the progress 
of inquiry, the stone and scale are, within the experi- 
mental situation thus created, fundamentally different. 
The scale becomes an instrument of investigation, and the 
stone the material to be investigated. 

The scale, let us say, is in perfect condition. It has been 
perfectly standardized as a consequence of a series of 
interactions. Although standardized, it is not standardized 
at one fixed point. The pointer of the scale is not fixed at 
the marking o or loo. The scale is so constructed that i1 
can interact with things put on it, and the consequences 
of the interactions are different as the interactive tilings 
put on it differ. 

Before the stone is placed on the scale, the scale is a 
settled, completed, finished thing. It rests in the bosom 
of the laboratory the way a stone rests in the bosom of 
the pasture and both rest in the bosom of Nature. When 
we put the stone on the scale, when we organize the two 
into an interactive system, the settled system of the scale 
is unsettled, and the final consequence of the new un- 
settlement is that a new dynamic equilibrium is achieved. 
When the pointer comes to rest, the interactions, 
doings-undergoings within the experimental situation in^ 
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elusive of the scale and stone have come to their con- 
clusion. Steme and scale now constitute one interactive 
continuum, contained within the new boundaries which 
their interactivity has created. They have united their 
forces and face the world with a common or united front. 

If the scale were so constructed that it entered into 
the interactivity completely, so that it put its whole soul 
and being into the doings-undergoings within the experi- 
mental situation, we would be no better off, with respect 
to inquiry into the stone, than we were before. Isolated 
hydrogen and isolated oxygen when made to interact with 
each other in the chemical laboratory do put everything 
they are and have into the doings-undergoings. Both are 
consumed in the interactivity and the consequence is some- 
thing new. We know as result of that experiment that when 
hydrogen and oxygen interact completely, neither preserv- 
ing a thought of saving itself, that water is the conse- 
quence. But what we know is equally divided between the 
two. Both went into the doings-undergoings and neither 
of them came out. We have learnt something about both, 
but nothing about either one of them alone through the 
mstrumentality of the other. 

The scale is constructed so that it won’t do that sort of 
thing. It will enter into interactions but not so completely 
as to lose itself. It will let the stone upset its balance, but 
it keeps its head. The scale, in other words, is within two 
situations simultaneously, within the experimental situa- 
tion and within its own situation within the univers<^. 
Hence the scale weighs the stone. 

When the scale and stone have reached their conclusive 
adjustment and have settled down together, we look at the 
pointer of the scale and make the reading. We know how 
much the stone weighs, not because we “contemplate” the 
pointer on the face of the scale, but because the scale is 
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a construction, an instrument, the net accumulated conse- 
quence of a history of inquiry, of doings-undergoings, 
practical and theoretical. Furthermore, the place where 
the pointer is at rest is a new consequence, the stable 
effect of the stable organization of interactivities the scale 
and stone have reached. If the pointer always stayed at the 
same place of rest it would give no reading. Whenever it 
gives a reading, it is because there has been a passage of 
the pointer from one place into another, the mode of 
passage controlled or regulated by the organization of the 
vital organs of the scale. The reading is the concluding 
phase of that passage, and that concluding phase includes 
within itself the historical sequence of events of which it 
is the net effect. The reading is a fact shot through and 
through with meaning. It is a refined object all ready for 
subsequent scientific reflection. 

When we “ideally isolate” the pointer where it comes to 
rest from the historical passage through which it went 
before it reached that point of rest; and when we go 
further and “ideally isolate” the total scale from the 
history of inquiry of which it is the end-result, when we 
do these things* we get the Eddingtonian consequence. 
Eddington gratuitously condemns himself to the vacuous 
dizziness of going round from one meter to the next and 
finding nothing but numbers at every place he stops. And 
Eddington’s fate is not unlike that of the gas-meter man 
who, having taken down meaningless numbers the livelong 
day, escapes, at the fall of darkness, into another world. 

XXIX 

Let us now consider the Third Law. It is an “ideally 
isolated system” isolated as Within Nature, “All scientific 

* They are really one thing done twice over: once microscopi- 
cally, and once macroscopically. 
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progress depends upon first framing a formula.” The Third 
Law is our formula. It is already framed and now we 
want to progress. As an ideal formula, it should be an 
ideal instrument of inquiry into things. That is its whole 
virtue, the reason for its exaltation. It tells us the way of 
the land. So let us consider the Third Law as an instru- 
ment, in the sense that a scale is, something with which 
we can take the measure of things and find something out 
about them with respect to their doings-undergoings, their 
actions and reactions. 

Not unduly to prejudice the case, let us not take the Law 
to the horse, stone and stretched rope between, whence 
Newton “derived it” but to a contemporary horse, stone 
and stretched rope between. And what do we find? We find 
that when we take the Law purely theoretically, we always 
get “action and reaction are equal and opposite.” No 
matter how we theoretically “apply” that Law “to” our 
contemporary state of affairs — applying it to the whole of 
it or any part of it, longitudinally or laterally — it cuts the 
same way. The horses are different, the ropes are different, 
the stones are different but the Third Law remains the 
same. The horse may be pulling and relaxing, the rope may 
be stretching and sagging, the stone may be moving and 
resting but the Third Law will tell us none of these things. 
As long as we listen to the Third Law we will hear it 
repeating “action and reaction are equal and opposite.” 
As far as advancing our scientific knowledge is concerned, 
our application no more advanced our knowledge than 
Newton advanced his scientific knowledge when he brought 
the Third Law to his horse, stone and stretched rbpe be- 
tween. He started with the Third Law and ended with 
the same. 

With respect to Newton^s experimental situation as with 
respect to ours, the Third Law, when theoretically applied, 
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was as casual, as contingent an item within the universe 
as any blade of gr^ waving in the breeze at the antipodes. 

The Third Law, like any ideally constructed refined 
object of reflection, is standardized to give one reading 
only; and when taken by itself gives only one reading — 
like a yardstick, which always says “one yard.” But there 
is this great difference between a physical yardstick and 
a Law. If you apply a yardstick end-on, and proceed in an 
ongoing line, you get one yardstick, two yardsticks, three 
yardsticks. You get ahead. You count up. But when you 
count three applications of the Third Law, no matter how 
you proceed in your theoretical process of application, you 
get “action and reaction are equal and opposite” once, 
twice, thrice. You can count, but cannot count up. Since 
after three applications you get thrice, not three, once is 
enough. 

The “application” of the yardstick is only by an un- 
fortunate habit of language an “application actually, 
it is an experimental doing-undergoing within Nature. The 
yardstick, as it moves through place into place, is inter- 
acting — as the scale interacts. Hence, unlike the Third 
Law when theoretically applied, it gives the measure of 
the land and not the measure of itself. Sometimes part of 
the interactive organization of the yardstick happens to 
be a human being. But mileage-meters, and meters of 
whatever sort, are experimental demonstrations that the 
human being is not needed for that kind of instrumental 
operation. 

Any formula, any refined object of reflection, is the 
consequence of inquiry. Take it by itself, in “isolation,” 
and it is a finished, completed thing. When you theoreti- 
cally apply it to a situation you are still taking it by itself. 
And hence it will always give the reading of itsdf and not 
of the situation to which it is applied. The Third Law, 



300 


INTRODUCTION 


or any other formula, is in this respect precisely like the 
formula **even or odd.*’ Provide the mathematical formula 
**even or odd” with any number and it will always say 
“even or odd.” Whether that number is even or is odd is 
something that you will never discover by means of 
theoretically applying the formula. To discover what that 
number is, you have to undertake the requisite inquiry. 

A formula is the consequence of scientific progress made. 
Stop there, and that is where your science stops. The 
formula can become an esthetic object, a headache, a bore, 
a means of earning a livelihood by pedagogically putting 
it into the heads of others, and a possible variety of other 
things. But it does not become an instrument of scientific 
progress until something further is done with the formula 
in the course of another inquiry. In its solitary confine- 
ment, in its ideal isolation, the formula, if we may trust 
Aristotle, becomes either a god or a brute. For living 
experience, there is no genuine difference between the 
alternatives. The inevitable consequence of deification is 
the brutalization of human life. 

XXX 

There is only one way of finding out whether in an 
actual existential situation ^^action and reaction are equal 
and opposite,” and that is by making an experimental 
laboratory test. For such a test, laboratory instruments are^ 
necessary, ideally isolated physical systems in the sense 
explained. Newton was no laboratorian and his test of the 
Third Law was no experimental test. The immortal 
achievement of Einstein fundamentally consists in making 
scientists realize the difference between theoretical scien- 
tific construction and experimental laboratory testing of 
the constructions theoretically reached. The experimental 
laboratory testing of conclusions readied by scientific the- 
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oreticians is now made by laboratorians competent and 
instrumentally equipped to do that part of the total 
scientific work. Einstein completed the revolution Galileo 
started. 

The instruments of the theoretical physicist today are 
all of a mathematical quality because the material the 
theoretician receives from the laboratorian is already 
mathematicized. The material of the theoretical physicist 
is constituted by the refined objects of scientific-physical 
reflection which are consequences of laboratory experi- 
mentation and which he finds m the “memoirs.” The 
records of the facts come from the laboratory and the> 
come shot through and through with mathematical mean- 
ing. But obviously there must be something in the facts 
besides the mathematical interpretation, otherwise there 
would be no distinguishing between the two. This is what 
James called the “irreducible and stubborn facts” and 
what we have called, slightly modif)dng Dewey’s phrase, 
the subject-matter in the primary laboratory experience. 

Like the material and instruments of the laboratory 
physicist, so with the material and instruments of the 
theoretical physicist: they are distinguishable from one 
another but not separated and disconnected. Pure mathe- 
matics is separated and disconnected from the refined 
objects of scientific-physical reflection received from the 
laboratory. But pure mathematics is not the instrument 
the theoretical physicist uses. The mathematics already in 
the scientific-physical refined objects he receives from the 
laboratorian, is de-purified and the theoretical physidst in 
pursuing his inquiry into those objects and searching for a 
solution to the problem they raise, must constantly de- 
purify the mathematics he uses to be able to continue in 
his pursuit. “The mathematics in which the physicist is 
interested was developed for the explicit purpose of 
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describing the behavior of the external world, so that it is 
certainly no accident that there is a correspondence be- 
tween mathematics and nature/^* This is not altogether 
so. The contemporary physicist is interested in the non- 
Euclidean geometries and they were not developed for the 
explicit purpose of describing the behavior of the external 
world. There is also the celebrated case of conic sections 
which for some eighteen hundred years was of no interest 
to the physicist. The physicist today is, generally speaking, 
interested in all pure mathematical systems and in the 
construction of more ai;d more of them. Also, since physics 
became mathematical, the production of pure mathematics 
has vastly increased. In the world of intelligent activity, 
where there is a demand “or need, there is concerted effort 
made to supply. 

But the pure mathematical systems are, for the ph3rsi- 
cist, his instrumental sources. They are not his instru- 
mental resources until by using them in his inquiry into 
refined scientific-physical objects — the facts or data he has 
received from the laboratorian — ^he has converted them 
into such. Pure mathematics may be as pure as the angelic 
hordes, but for the physicist, they are only half-raw 
material that must be further fashioned, by use, before 
they become finished instruments.f “In all theoretical 
physics there is a certain admixture of facts and calcula- 
tions” because the whole process of physical theorizing 
consists in continuously ^^admixing” the two in a certain 
way. 

* Bridgman, The Logic of Modem Physics, pp. 60-61 ; italics 
mine. 

t The theoretical physicist is not peculiar in having others supply 
sources of material for his instrumental uses. The lahoratoiian 
also has as sources the productions of industrial and fine arts — 
and for him too, the products, however finished and final whence 
they are taken, are only half-raw materials which become resources 
for laboratory experimentation only as they are used and changed 
in laboratory practice. 
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XXXI 

Every instrument in the laboratory is the physical 
embodiment of the consequences of histories of inter- 
activity of theoretical and laboratory functions in inquiry. 
The current microscope, for example, unites within itself 
the end-results cumulatively attained in the historical 
course of progressively integrating the consequences, cor- 
rective and expansive, of theory and practice. Every lab- 
oratory instrument is a (relatively) ideal physical system 
of interactions (or an interactive continuum) isolated 
within Nature. The more ideally organized, the more 
completely “isolated” within itself, the more carefully 
standardized, then the more adequate the instrument for 
further and furthering inquiry. The measure of our control 
in laboratory experimentation is measured by the range 
and quality and number of our ideally isolated physical 
systems — by our instrumental equipment. 

The microscope today is constructed in accordance with 
the specifications of a formula. The formula of the micro* 
scope, qua formula, in its strictly, professional capacity, is 
theoretical. But the formula is itself a product, the cumu- 
lative end-result of the same inclusive histories of inquiry 
of which the microscope is the physical product or end- 
Fesult. The practical history of m&king glass, polishing, 
silvering, and so on, is as much internally involved in the 
finished product which constitutes the formula, as the 
theoretical history of formulating the consequences of 
polishing, silvering and so on, is internally involved in the 
finished product which constitutes the microscope. 

The formula of the microscope is an ideally isolated 
theoretical-physical system, isolated as within Nature. 
The extent of our control in theoretical scientific experi- 
mentation is measured by the range and quality and num- 
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ber of our formulae (as just defined) — ^by our theoretical 
instrumental equipment. 

The distinction between “material” and “instruments” 
is functional. There are no “materials in themselves” on 
the one hand and “instruments in themselves” on the other. 
The material is that which, within the history of inquiry 
going on, is under investigation, is being inquired into; the 
instruments are, within that same history, the means 
used in making the investigation, in making the inquiry. 
Both material and instruments are therefore within in- 
quiry, the distinction between them existing only while 
the process of inquiry is going on. The distinction itself 
is a consequence of inquiry, not an antecedent, or a 
'“cause” making inquiry possible. Outside of the process of 
inquiry, all things relapse into the “state of nature.” A 
microscope, outside of use in inquiry, is no more an instru- 
ment than a boulder on the side of the Himalayas. A 
formula outside of use in inquiry is no more an instrument 
of scientific progress than the other side of the moon. 
We can “contemplate” both — ^and derive esthetic enjoy- 
ment from doing so, each enjoyment differing with the 
object enjoyed. 

If there were things that were aboriginally and ineluct- 
ably just “material” and other things that were likewise 
just “instruments,” that state of affairs would not cause 
inquiry, but stop it. The only thing then possible would be^ 
the footless process of externally “applying” the instni- ’ 
ments “to” the material, and even that would be impos- 
sible if you had done a real job of separation, and had not 
left an ambiguous umbilical attachment somehow dangling 
between the two. 

Within inclusive inquiry — ^including laboratory and the- 
oietical functions — there is the distinction between mate- 
rial and means. Within each half of inquiry, there is the 
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same distinction prevailing. Because within each half of 
inquiry there are both material and means (instruments), 
each half of inquiry can proceed in partial independence 
of the other. The theoretical experimentalist and labora- 
tory experimentalist, taking each one by himself, has his 
own distinctive ways of exercising control over his mate- 
rial; each is controlled by the consequences of the activity 
of the other; and each is limited by the limitations of 
his instruments. There are morphological similarities and 
identities in the two activities because of the inevitable 
interactivity of the two.* They interweave and cross- 
weave, intercept and unite, each working in the territory 
of the other. 

The laboratory and theoretical activities, taking them 
each in their own partial histories, are never exactly 
abreast. They are always shooting ahead or falling behind 
each other. The laboratorian, in performing a test or 
making a new experiment, often creates a new problem, 
and that is something for the theoretician. The theoretician 
in solving one problem often broaches another and that is 
something for the laboratorian. 

When we take the macroscopic history of any modem 
science, the most obvious characteristic is the interweaving 
and cross-weaving, the interception and union, of new 
problem and old solution and new solution with old prob- 

*The morphological similarities and identities are not here de- 
tailed, because it would involve a repetition of Sections XVllI and 
XX, substituting ^^theoretical” instruments and means for labora- 
tory or practical instruments or means. 

Because the consequences or products of theoretical activity are 
always means for guiding, regulating, practical activity — ^particu- 
larly so in scientific inquiry—Dewey calls all consequences of theo- 
retical activity, when taken by themselves, means, and hence 
makes the distinction, within the theoretical activity of ^'material 
means and procedural means/* {Infra, p. 912.) This is one way of 
emphasizing his fundamental doctrine. However, the same dis. 
Unction between material means and procedural means can be 
made within the laboratory activity. 



2p6 


INTROPUCTION 


lem in an indefinite variety of ways and extents. It is this 
interdevelopmental process of inquiry that makes modem 
science progressive and cumulative, ever richer and more 
fruitful in consequences. When our logic of the nature of 
inquiry is controlled by the gross and macroscopic subject- 
matter presented in primary experience by the history of 
inquiry, the need, for introducing, as Whitehead does, 
“metaphysical understanding” and “speculative boldness” 
to explain the further progress of science disappears. 

In illustrating concretely the need for “metaphysics,” 
Whitehead details Percy LowelFs calculations which led 
to the discovery of the new planet Uranus. Whitehead de- 
scribes the complex calculations involved in the approved 
style of the Positivists. Then he goes on to say that the 
Positivists woud claim that “we have only to look in the 
sky, towards Percy Lowell’s moving point, and we shall 
see a new planet.” And in reply to this Whitehead says: 

Certainly we shall not. All that any person has seen is a 
few faint dots on photographic plates, involving the 
intervention of photography, excellent telescopes, elab- 
orate apparatus, long exposures and favourable nights. 
The new explanation is now involved in the speculative 
extension of a welter of physical laws, concerning tele- 
scopes, light, and photography, laws which merely claim 
to register observed facts. 

However, continues Whitehead: 

This narrative, framed according to the strictest re- 
quirements of the Positivist theory, is a travesty of the 
plain facts. The civilized world has been interested at 
the thought of the newly discovered planet, solitary and 
remote^ for endless ages circling the sun and adding its 
faint influence to the tide of affairs. At last it is dis- 
covered by human reason, penetrating into the nature of 
things and laying bare the necessities of their inter- 
connection. The speculative extension of laws, baseless 
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on the Positivist theory, are the obvious issue of specula- 
tive, metaphysical trust in the material permanences 
such as telescopes, observatories, mountains, planets, 
which are behaving towards each other according to 
the necessities of the universe, including theories of their 
own natures. The point is, that speculative extension 
beyond direct observation spells some trust in meta- 
physics, however vaguely these metaphysical notions 
may be entertained in explicit thought. . . . Metaphys- 
ical understanding guides imagination and justifies pur- 
pose. Apart from metaphysical presupposition there can 
be no civilization. 

There is a moral to be drawn as to the method of sci- 
ence. All scientific progress depends on first framing a 
formula giving a general description of observed fact. 
... At one stage, the method of all discovery conforms 
to the Positivist doctrine. There can be no doubt that, 
with this restriction of meaning, the Positivist doctrine 
is correct.” (Adventures of Ideas, pp. 163-164; italics 
mine.) 

Whitehead’s account of the “real” nature of the method 
of discovery of Uranus is as much a “travesty of the plain 
facts” he himself recites as is the Positivist account. The 
Positivist theory is, true enough, baseless; but it is baseless 
throughout. At no stage does the method of discovery con- 
form to the Positivist doctrine. It is only when the baseless 
Positivist theory is taken as point of departure that it 
becomes necessary to invoke “metaphysical extensions.” 

Whitehead is too great a mind to be satisfied with any 
easy solution, too great to accept any standardized scheme 
handed down. Hence his contradictions and oscillations. 
When he has the formula dominantly in mind, as the 
object of Rational Thought, the object discovered by 
“human reason penetrating into the nature of things” then 
it is the “facts” that are shot through and through with 
interpretation. The “facts” are then merely antecedent to 
the framing of the formula. When he follows the Positivist 
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doctrine and has the facts dominantly in mind, then the 
formulas become replica^ of the facts, enunciations of the 
ob^rved correlations of observed facts, and as direct, as 
immediate, and as locally bound and restricted as the facts 
and the observation of the facts are assumed to be. In 
such case, obviously, the formula becomes as merely ante- 
cedent, as purely ancillary as the “facts’^^ere in the first 
case. Antecedent to what? Antecedent, of course, to the 
Rationalists’ future. Hence, just as the facts when they 
were purely antecedent had to be given a shot of inter- 
pretation, so now, the formula has to be given a shot of 
“metaphysical understanding.” But the “metaphysical un- 
derstanding”— which must be humble before both logic 
and fact — turns out to be, on examination, none other than 
the formula in a faint futuristic disguise. Speculative bold- 
ness empowers the formula, when thus transformed, to 
reach back and collar itself so that it may enact its own 
purpose. All purposes being proleptic in nature, the self- 
captured formula is thus enabled to lead itself into its 
own future. 

But when we keep our footing in the natural world, 
and are controlled in our philosophic reflections by the 
gross and macroscopic doings-undergoings in primary ex- 
perience, the whole scheme of metaphysical apparatus be- 
comes a xiseless, when not vicious, encumbrance. We can 
pass from situation to situation, with the passage A 
Nature, carrying along the consequences of our intelligent 
labor as we move from one task to the next, using the 
consequences already attained as means for further 
progress. 

Our theories do not make knowledge possible. “The 
very possibility of knowledge . . , should depend on 
the interwoven nature of things.” Not only should our 
knowledge so depend — ^it does. The historic development 
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of scientific knowledge is not the conseiiiiaioe of SdentifiC; 
Fhflosophic or Logical Theory jumphing Nature with con> 
tinuity— furnishing Nature therewith by assertive mclh- 
ph}rsical fiat because continuities are indispensable for 
knowledge and “The Theory of Knowledge” wants knowl- 
edge to go on. Without there being natural existential con- 
tinuities in Nature, there would be no knowledge at all — 
not even the knowledge that to have knowledge con- 
tinuities are necessary. 

But the continuities are not all. The interwoven nature 
of things is not interwoven in a system of eternal bonds, 
immutable and transcendent. The interweaving is the con- 
sequence of interactivity, and the interweaving changes as 
the interactivities change. Knowledge is an exemplification 
of both continuity and interaction in Nature and without 
eidier knowledge would perish, for Nature would stop. 

The future grows out of the present activity and the 
present grows out of the past. When we are controlled by 
our gross and macroscopic primary experience we are able 
to bring under control our derived^ refined objects of re- 
flection — ^no matter how bold they are in their critidsm 
The bolder the better. Wfien our philosophic and scientific 
understanding is controlled by experience, imaginative 
purpose has its natural roots and a natural mentor- 
no matter how far it leaps into the future. The further the 
b^ter. Our purpose, being the consequence of controlled 
inquiry, does not weave around us in a beckoning hane, 
but leads through our history, carrying within itsdf the 
justification that that history can give. And as we act 
further upon our purpose, it gains or loses justification 
in the process of acting upon it because our acting is 
under our intelligent controL In science as out, gutdmice 
comes through undergoing, and justification is A xxmik-' 
qumce of doing. 
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When Whitehead and Russell use, as they constantly doJ 
stich phrases as ^'mathematics tells'’ or "physics telhA 
they are not engaged in "personifying” mathematics or^ 
physics. The phrases, however, are not just "semantic” 
modes of speech, verbal or linguistic "conventions” of the 
English or philosophic language: they are indicative or 
revelatory of the fundamental logic or rationale of the 
traditional philosophic method they follow. That method 
consists in treating the consequences of inquiry — mathe- 
matical, physical, psychological or whatever — as if they 
were directly given^ as if they were primitive gifts or data. 
This method of substituting derived, refined objects of 
reflection for the gross and macroscopic subject-matter in 
primary experience does not result in any "personification” 
in the vulgar sense of the term — ^because Plato succeeded 
in taking all the vulgarity out of it. However, it is the 
refined philosophical or logical equivalent of personifica- 
tion, namely, the depersonalized personification that is 
technically known by the not too unambiguous term 
"hypostatization.” 

Plato put his refined objects of reflection in rerum 
Supemaiura. Aristotle, except for his Moveless Mover, 
thought that was going a bit too far, and so he put his 
refined objects of reflection in rerum Natura, Dewey, in 
his criticism of Greek philosophy, has always been undCy 
partial toward Plato and unnecessarily "harsh towanl Aris- 
totle on the ground that Plato, by putting his Ideas in a 
Transcendental Realm, at least left Nature alone, whereas 
Aristotle by putting his remodelled Platonic Ideas (species 
and gaiera) within Nature, immobilized the natural 
process of change within a fixed routine.sThis argunwnt of 
Dewey’s is far from well taken. It is making Aristotle 
shoulder the blam for the benighted centuri^ that sue- 
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ceeded the downfall of Greece. By putting his refined ob- 
jects of reflection in rerum Natura, Aristotle put them 
where they could be empirically got at and tested. That 
they were not empirically tested before Darwin is no fault 
of Aristotle’s. But it is to his credit — as against Plato — 
that he did put them where Darwin could empirically find 
them ,to be or not to be. Darwin was thus enabled em- 
pirically to explode Aristotelianism in natural history and 
do it once for all. 

The natural inclination of every modern scientist is to 
be an Aristotelian — in the general sense that he puts his 
Laws, Formulae or whatever in Nature. It is the natural 
inclination, because every modern scientist is, when be- 
having normally, a naturalist. He^ wants, as Newton 
put it, to ^‘deduce” causes from effects, to “derive from 
phenomena” all his knowledge. Newton put his Laws and 
Atoms in Nature and because he put them there, they 
were eventually dislodged from there, not by an “experi- 
ment” of the sort Newton performed, but by the conse- 
quences of actual laboratory experimentation. 

Now in this general sense, Dewey is also an Aristotelian. 
His doctrine that knowledge is an exemplification of one 
of the ways of Nature; his doctrine that all knowledge 
must have passed experimental test before it can be con- 
sidered knowledge — are sufficient proofs of this general 
statement. “Experience is of as well as in Nature.”’*' And 
knowledge is one of the con^uences of modes of experi- 
ence. In this general sense, every naturalist, philosc^hic 
or scientific, is an Aristotelian. Not because he follows 
Aristotle, but because, in this general sense, Aristotle fol- 
lowed Nature. But AristoUe also fdlowed Plato— -and 
therein lies the difference. 

Dewey’s l<^c and philosq>hy are comprehensivdy di* 

^ Mra, p. 1041. 
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rocted against the fallacy of substituting refined, derived 
objects of reflection for the gross and macroscopic subject-| 
nuUter m primary experience. And as far as fliis funda-( 
mental argument goes, it is a matter of secondary im-\ 
p<n:tance in rrhat realm or part of what realm the trans- 
plantation is consummated: whether they are put deep 
down in the interior of natural things where only the pene- 
trating eye of “human reason” can find them; or whether 
they are sprinkled on the surface of things where the 
great Positivist or the Logical Positivist can pick them up 
as he runs; or whether they are placed in a Supernatural 
Superstratosphere whereto only the “vision of contempla- 
tion” can, by gazing and gazing, ascend, and there in 
its loftiest moment of transfixion momentarily behold, as 
through a glass very darkly, the faint Forms esthetically 
transfixed. 

As far as concerns Dewey’s theoretic^ doctrine, it is a 
matter of secondary importance in which of these three 
localities the substitution is allegedly effected. The substi- 
tution is always inv2ilid. From the practical standpoint, 
however, the invocation of the Transcendental or Super- 
natural Realm has the most serious consequences of the 
three. And the Transcendental Platonic Realm — variously 
modernized and anaesthetized — ^is still the last, when not 
the first, refuge most frequently sougltt by philosophers in 
uimatural distress. 

' XXXIII 

THE method of be^ning with the gross and maqx»- 
so^ic subject-matter hi primary eipmaice is a mHhod 
of beginn^. Hence, like all methods, it wmks throu^ 
out the whole undertaking. Inquhy h not like a race 
and tl» h^inning of inquiry is not ^ line that is left 
behind at the of the gun. With tqkep in 
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^ course of inquir|r there is a new b^inning issuing frcHn 
a new ending; but beginning and ending do not follow 
upon ejach other — they intercept and unite. In walking 
along, the right foot does not fpllow upon the left-^ 
both are working through the whole stride. What is an 
ending or what a beginning depends upon the functional 
position as determined within that moment of inquiry. 
But every beginning is an ending and every ending is a 
beginning because both are always in medias res. 

When Dewey says that the most important problem 
of philosophic method today is that of determining 
whether or not philosophers should begin with the gross 
and macroscopic or the derived and rehned, he is not 
entirely correct. His statement is made within the context 
of philosophical discussion and is consequently already 
somewhat ‘^refined” itself. As a matter of fact, all phil- 
osophers must start with the gross and macroscopic, and 
do. The gross and macroscopic problem is therefore that 
of getting philosophers to realize how they do as a mat- 
ter of fact start and getting them be controlled by their 
realization. Only when they are controlled by such re- 
alization can they exercise control over their philosophic^ 
reflections and proceed in their inquiry with imderstand- 
ing and intelligence. 

It is obvious from the whole preceding discussion that 
the gross and macroscopic subject-matter changes as we 
pass from one area of inquiry to another within the 
same field and changes still more when we pas$ from one 
held of inquiry into another. It is also obvious that the 
and macroscoinc subject-matter within any case of 
in^iry is not merely a penumbral field but is working 
within ttot activity of inquiry. When a W>oratorian is 
wdgfa&g a ^one, the gross and macroscopic subjed-mat- 
ter in that |mmary laboratoiy eaqyeaence includes ^ 
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scale as well as the stone and much more besides. Lab- 
oratorians take scales for granted, but in that grant are/ 
included as a minimum the whole laboratory and the his- 1 
tory of inquiry of which the scale and the methods of 
using a scale are the consequences. How much of accu- 
mulated consequences of prior activities of inquiry is 
directly working in any specific case of inquiry under way, 
how much is in the background, how much is irrelevant is 
as the case may be. And what the case may be is never 
finally known until that inquiry is completed. Recall, 
for instance, Whitehead’s impressive sketch of the conse- 
quences of prior activities of inquiry involved in the lab- 
oratory testing of Percy Lowell’s new planet. And White- 
head was giving just a general sketch — he did not go 
into the enumeration of details. Recall, also, his sketch of 
the consequences of prior activities of inquiry involved in 
the formulation of Newton’s Law of Gravitation. And in 
this case too he was just giving a general sketch, he was 
by no means giving an exhaustive account. 

The practice of substituting refined objects of reflec- 
tion for the gross and macroscopic subject-matter in pri- 
mary experience is also a method^ that is, it is a procedure 
which involves making the substitutions at every point 
where a refined object of reflection previously obtained 
comes into the inquiry and at every point where a refin^ 
object of reflection is the consequence of the inquiry un- 
der way. A wholesale substitution can be made after the 
whole inquiry is over, but during inquiry substitutions 
must be continuously made throughout the process. . 

In the quotations from Russell the continuity of the 
process of substitution is well displayed. 

At one moment Russell means by “physics” the em- 
pirical world, and at anoth^ mcnnent, in the same ar^- 
ment, he means by “physics” the “logical constructs of 
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the science of physics.” When Russdf descends from the 
generalized statements of his “problem” to specific cases, 
the situation doesn’t improve but if anything becomes 
worse. Thus, for example, when he tries to bring together 
“physics” and “perception” — ^which . unification is the 
objective of his whole undertaking — Russell suddenly be- 
gins talking, in the most “unrefined” fashion imaginable, 
about such crude, macroscopic, gross subject-matters as 
“brain” and “physiologist” and “microscope” and so on. 
However, Russell also keeps in mind that Science has 
discovered that it takes light from the Sun some eight 
minutes to travel the'distance of 82,000,000 miles between 
the Sun and the Earth. Because of this fact, and others of 
similar nature, the “causal continuity” in “physics” makes 
it absolutely impossible to escape from the conclusion that 
“What the physiologist sees when he is examining a brain 
[by means of a microscope] is in the physiologist, not in 
the brain he is examining.” Where the “physiologist” and 
where the “microscope” and where the “brain” are is a 
matter of some doubt. For by virtue of his same doctrine 
of “^continuity” Russell also reaches the conclusion, “We 
do not know much about the contents of any part of the 
world except our own heads; our knowledge of other re- 
gions is wholly abstract!* From the last statement it 
follows that the “brain” and “physiologist” and “micro- 
scope” — ^in so far as Russell knows anything about them 
—are wholly abstract.* And so they are. At one moment 

* It also follows that the distance between Sun and Earth and 
the time it takes light to travel are also wholly ab^ract. When 
this consequence of RusseA^s cmdusion is given its full legitimate 
value, the scientific ground for his concli^on is completely de- 
stroyed. The ground of a condusion is the reason of and for 
that condusion. There can therefore be nothing more ^logical or 
Irrational than a ‘"conclusion” which can be maintained only by 
destroying the “ground” upon which it is based or from wldai it 
b allegedly derived. ^ 
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of his argument th^y are abstractions perched on the 
matheinatical point of Transcendental Peak. And So alsd 
they are not. For at the next moment of his argument, they 
are hurtling down the side of the Transcendental Moun-i 
tain into the very depths of the “metaphysically primitive 
events^* at the bottom of all. And so finally they are 
neither. For all during his argument, the brain, physiolo- 
gist and microscope are also the gross and macroscopic 
objects that ordinary experience is familiar with. It is only 
by virtue of their being always the latter that Russell 
can keep up his “logical” argument at all.^ 

In the course of a discussion of Berkeley’s doctrine, 
Russell makes clearer than usual what his ‘‘logic” is; 

In spite of the logical merits of this [Berkeley’s] 
view, I cannot bring myself td accept it, though I am 
not sure that my reasons for disliking it are any better 
than Dr. Johnson’s. I find myself constitutionally in- 
capable of believing that the sun would not exist on a 
day when he was everywhere hidden by clouds, or that 
the meat in a pie springs into existence at the moment 
when the pie is opened. I know the logical answer to 
such objections, and qm logician 1 think the answer 
a good one. Hie logical argument, however, does not 
even tend to show that there are wdl non-mental events; 
it only tends to show that we have no right to feel 
sure of their existence. For my part, I find myself in 
fact believing in them in spite of all that can be spd 
to persuade me thatl ought to feel doubtful. ^ 

There is an argument, of a sorF, against the view 
we are considering. I have been assuming that we admit 
the existence of other people and thar perceptions, but 
question only the inference from perce^ons to events 
of a different kincL Now there is no ^od reasoh why 
we ^uld not carry our logical caution a step further^ 
1 cannot verily a theory ^ meaOs of another man’s 
perceptions, but only by means my own. Tberefote 
^ laws of physics can only be veriii^ by me in so tix 
they lead to predictions of my perc^ts. If then, 1 
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- '■ refuse to admit uon-ment^ events becaiw they arc not 
verifiable, I ought to refuse to admit mental events in 
every one except myself, on the same ground. Thus I am 
reduced to what is called ^‘solipsism”, i.e. the theory 
that I alone exist. This is a view which it is hard to 
refute, but still harder to believe. I once received a letter 
from a philosopher who professed to be a solipsist, but 
was surprised that there were no others 1 Yet this phil- 
osopher was by way of believing that no one else ex- 
isted. This shows that solipsism is not really believed 
even by those who think they are convinced of its truth. 
{Philosophy [1927], pp. 290-291; italics in original). 

It is obvious that the solipsist made an enormous blun- 
der writing to Russell. Qua logician, the solipsist had a 
very good case. “It is hard to refute.^ ^ But then the sol- 
ipsist went ahead and wrote a letter to another philos- 
opher — and lol he showed that he really did not believe, 
deep down in his solipsist heart, the strength of his 
“solipsist logic.’^ Now the only important point about 
this episode is J;hat Russell does not take the letter as con- 
stituting in any way an experimental, scientific invali- 
dation of the “logic.” For RussCft^ihnself, qua logician^, 
the solipsist argument is still a hard one to refute — evest 
after he received the letter. And, pray, what sort of letter 
was it? Where was it? Was it in Russell’s head or in the 
head of the solipsist who sent it? Was it wholly abstract? 
No more than the solipsist “believed” his “hard-to-refute- 
logic” does Russdl “believe” in his substitutions of re- 
fihed objects of reflection — logical constructs — for the 
^ss and macroscopic subject-matter in primary e^ri- 
ence. Qm, logician^ Russell can, with an easy mind,' go- 
inteHectual* matbeinaticcU-symbolic jug- 
l^y; but qm a human being he cannot believe lU 
Moreover, it ia only by bringing into his “Icgic^” ex- 
ercise the allegedly non-logical, what bdfeves but 
seems to have no rational argument for; it is cmly by 



INTltOBUCTIOH 

Constantly bringing this ^^extra-logical” within the opera- 
tions of his dialectics that his dialectics can exhibit thei 
semblance of moving along. Otherwise, Russell would bo 
going around in a very narrow and self-enclosed circle. 
In sum, logic, for Russell, is precisely what logic was 
for the scholastics. His ^MnHexible rationality of thought” 
is of exactly the same order. The fundamental fact about 
Russeirs ^^logic” is that experimental test has no place in 
it at all, has no logical standing whatsoever. 

Whitehead, in his procedure of substituting refined 
objects of reflection for the gross and macroscopic sub- 
ject-matter in primary experience, follows a different 
route and ends up at the opposite pole. Russell, as the 
reader remembers, finally reached the point where all 
distinctions between physics and perception, between 
mind and matter, were superficial and unreal. Since Rus- 
seirs whole philosophic undertaking was devoted to the 
end of bringing the two together, without subordinating 
either to the other, his final conclusion (in The Analysis 
oj Matter, of course) throws at least a glare of super- 
ficiality and unreality over his whole undertaking. In 
general terms, Russell’s logical progress consists in making 
distinctions and then throwing them hway so that at the 
end he is left with nothing at all. Whitehead proceeds in 
the reverse direction. He proceeds by making distinctions, 

• nd then internally involving them in each other so ti&t 
M the end he has everything in everything else— which 
<^c(msequence also obliterates distinctions. 

Thus, for instance, he starts: 

Actual entities — also termed ‘actual occasions’ — are 
the final real things of which the world is made up. 
Thare is no going t^nd actual entities to find anything 
more real. They differ amrmg thanselves; God is an 
actual oitity, and so is the most trivial puff of ex- 
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istence in far-off empty space. But, though there are 
gradations of imf^rtanoe, and diversities of function, 
yet in the principles which actuality exemplifies all are 
on the same level. The final facts are, all alike, actud 
entities; and these actual entities are drops of experi- 
ence, complex and interdependent.” “ . . . actual en- 
tities are the only reasons \ so that to search for a reason 
is to search for one or more actual entities.” {Process 
and Reality pp. 27-28 and 37; italics in original). 

Now this statement — leaving out the actual entity 
''God” — ^is on all fours with Dewey^s fundamental posi- 
tion. It is another way of stating that the gross and 
macroscopic subject-matters in primary experience — ^the 
puffs of smoke and the stellar systems — are, with respect 
to existential quality, all on exactly the same level. This 
is also the fundamental doctrine as actually operative in 
the conduct of scientific inquiry. The black-bands in the 
interferometer are just as real as the super-galactic sys- 
tem. Since there is no going behind actual entities to find 
anything more real, the ultimate or metaphysically real 
is, precisely those actual entities tlfi^Qaiselves. And this too 
is thoroughly in accordance both with Dewey^s doctrine 
of logic and the practice of science. Since the ultimate 
test of the validity of any theory is made by the labora- 
tory experiment, the subject-matter as experienced in the 
laboratory experiment is the ultimately r^, scientifically. 
Finally, since the actual entities or occasions are ul- 
timately real, their differences, their gradaticms in import- 
ance, their qualitative characters, their existential ex- 
tents must also be ultimate and real. 

However, although Whitehead avers that speculative 
boldness must be humble before "logic” and "fact,” the 
operation of his dialecticism carries him progresnvdy 
away from both. Whitehead ends up by sajdng: "Each 
actual entity is a throb of experience mchuUng the aOttal 
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world within its scoped (Ib. p. 290; italics miiie.) 

two actualities can be tom apart; each is all in all 
Thus each temporal occasion embodies God, and is em- ^ 
bodied in God.” (Ib. p. 529) 

A contradiction in a system of philosophy is evidence 
of some antecedent error. A fundamental contradiction 
is evidence of a fundamental error. It is obvious that 
Whitehead’s final conclusion contradicts his basic doc* 
trine as fundamentally as Russell’s final conclusion con- 
tradicts his initial basic statement of doctrine (in The 
Analysis of Matter) . And both conclusions are rather fan- 
tastic. It is fantastic to say that the most trivial puff of 
existence in far-off empty space includes the actual world 
witMn its scope. And the statement itself, in addition to 
its fantasticality, is selfrcontradictory. If each actual 
entity includes the actual world within its scope, there 
is no puff of existence, and there is no far-off empty 
Sipace. Ever3rfhing is in everything else: each is all in all. 
Whitehead does not get everything “inside the head” as 
Russell sometimes does, but as far as this aspect of his 
final doctrine is concerned he might just as well. 

There is a world of difference between the final condu* 
sions of Whitehead and Russell, taking the content of 
the conclusions by themselves. But they readi their dia- 
metrically opposed conclusions by usings a ^iogic” pr 
^‘method of pUlosophy” that is fundamentally the same. 
By using the same “logic” the doctrine of the one can 
be converted into the doctrine of the othar by a simple 
dialectical twist. Russell, qua logician^ is well aware of 
thb, as we have sem. We have also seen that Russdl is 
nfver dways of the same mind as to which way the (Ba- 
lectical terist dmuld be turned. Although Russell 
Whitehe^ both huinbly bow down before ant 

are in the yihiguard of those who Uphold the 
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rationality of thooght” when it comes to any critical 
juncture, when, in the coarse of their allegedly “rational” 
philosophic inquiry a showdown can no longer be poiri« 
poired, it is always- their “logic” that gives way and 
bows down to their “feeling” or their “metaphysical trust” 
or whatever. 

A “logic” which makes it necessary constantly to resort 
to heroic, last-minute, extra-logical measures in. order to 
keep the “logical” argument going and the philosqthy 
afloat, is a “logic” that is not without its strong emo- 
tional appeak It makes “philosophy” very exciting, quite 
a romantic adventure. But such a “logic,” whatever its 
extra-logical merits may be, is wot a scientific logic, for 
it does not display any of the fundamental characteristics 
of the logic of controlled inquiry. 

XXXIV 

THE refined objects of .reflecticm — of whatever sort 
they may be — are consequences of inquiry. They are 
products not originals. They are llie^d-results that have 
come through the mill. Dewy’s favorite metaphor for 
the “mill of inquiry” is that of a “refinery.” Whence 
his technical term “refined.” Our discusrion of the “meth> 
od of isolation” is an amplification of Dewey’s doctrine 
of the “rnethod of refiming.” 

When you refine gold ore, for insta^, the pure gcdd 
t^t is t]te end-result of the refining process was in the 
erode, raw ntatmals. The refining process remov^ the 
dross or aU extraneous matter and got the pure gold to- 
gedier. fiut the final produ^ is qui^tatlvdiy the same as 
the cn^inal.'Now this nret^hor adequately covers thow 
caiws of refined objects of reflection whudi go unda^ 
yarious names of primary mid seq^odary qaaiitfes, p«- 
oqpta, sensations, amd all natural qns^tidive^ . ohiectsk 
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That is, it covers those refined objects of reflection which 
were the ^‘elements*’ of Greek “scientific thought^* and 
which appear in every descriptive and dassificatory na- 
tural sdence. It is fundamental to Realist doctrine, and 
also Positivist, that these “elements*^ are “directly ob- 
served” that they appear in thought precisely as they are 
in rerum Natura, that they are not consequences of in- 
quiry, but are the “given” or the data which a providen- 
tial Nature hands out to inquiry. At one time, some Real- 
ists were fond of saying that the mind was like a search- 
light. As it flashed around, it immediately saw what was 
there and as immediately knew what it saw. When it 
happened to light upon an “ultimate simple” it had a case 
of “infallible knowledge” as Whitehead used to say. This 
flashlight theory of the mind is of course the Greek For- 
mula disguised as a modern implement. 

The metaphor of the “refinery” is adequate for illus- 
trating the process whereby are obtained the refined, de- 
rived objects of reflection of the sort just mentioned, but 
it is no good at all when extended to the case of re- 
fined objects of modern scientific reflection. The mill of 
modem scientific inquiry — ^if a metaphor must be used — 
^is like a chemical mill where alloys are made. In mak- 
ing an alloy, there is a double process involved: first, 
there is the process of “refining” or “isolating” the 
ural elements, and second, there is the process of bring- 
ing them into interactive relations, the ^consequence of 
the interactivity being a new object, qualitatively unlike 
eith^ of die originals, 

Dewey’s use of the same metaphor for both cases is 
unfortunate. But he does not confuse the two kinds of 
results obtain^; in fact, his whole argument is devoted 
to ahcfwmg how fundamentally different these two kinds 
of refined objects of flection are« 
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Newton’s Third Xaw of Motion is a good example of a 
modem scientific object of reflection. The Third Law may 
be considered as a miniature *%orId of physics” and the 
horse, stone and stretched rope between as a miniature 
empirical world, as the gross and macroscopic subject- 
matter in primary experience. One form of Russell’s prob- 
lem of the “application of physics to the empirical world” 
is the problem of the application of the Third Law to 
the horse, stone and rope. The High Rationalist Tradi- 
tion in modern and contemporary philosophy, working 
with the Greek Formula up its sleeve, substitutes the 
Third Law for the horse, stone and rope and claims that 
the substituted article is the Ultimate Reality. White- 
head and Russell both follow this tradition but reluc- 
tantly; they cannot persuade themselves to follow it all 
the way. For Whitehead the horse, stone and rope are 
merely a cooking of the facts for the sake of exemplify- 
ing the Law. That Newton did cook the facts, there can 
be no doubt. But when Newton’s cooking is all over, and 
he presents Whitehead with a ip^mplete “ready-made” 
world, Whitehead doesn’t like it. 

Of Newton’s “ready-made world” Whitehead says 
that it cannot “survive a comparison with the facts.” 
Neither can the Third Law survive a comparison with 
the facts. However, Whitehead goes on to say that “Bi- 
ology is reduced to a mystery; and physics itself has 
now readied a stage of experimental knowledge ineiqili- 
cable in terms of the categories of the Scholium!* ^ New- 
ton’s world of physics, when substituted for the empir- 
ical world does, true enough, make a mystery of biology, 
but it makes a mystery of pretty much everything else. 
The trouble with Newton’s “physics!/ is not that it re- 
duces everytUng to the explanatory level of mechanical 

^ Brpuis and RealUy, p. 144f italics laiae. 
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action. The great trouble with it is that jt cannot even 
a^lain without involving itself in fundamental contra- 1 
•diction such an elementary mechanical action as the horse 
actually pulling the rope. It took close to two and a half 
centuri^ to prove to theoretical physicists that the 
standard and defining case of the nature of Nature is 
not the case where a stretched rope is transfixed be- 
tween an immovable stone and immobile horse. Of course, 
there are times when a horse cannot pull a stone along 
the surface of the earth, but even at such times the horse, 
if he is a horse at all, can move over the face of the 
earth himself. The Third Law of Motion apart from be- 
ing symbolically a miniature “world of physics” is ac- 
tually the standard, defining and ultimately controlling 
Law in Newton’s complete “world of ph)^ics.” The 
diange from the Newtonian to the Einsteinian physics is 
the change that results from taking as the standard 
and defining case, the case where the horse is pulling the 
stone and moving along the face of the earth. If you 
take your position on that moving rope and begin to plot 
its mathematical formulation you fall head first into 
Emsteinian mathematics. 

It is of course something to be thankful for that phy- 
i^idsts now realize that the world is in motion, really and 
not just fictitiously. Unfortunately, th^r have come 
that realization by way of such an iiuspedihly circuitous 
rotite, they are still dazed \>y their journey and are afraid 
to believe it is true. And in their loftiest moments of “in- 
spiration” they of course still desire to substitute Eta- 
Stein^s final equation for the real world, just as they !ot- 
nierly substituted Newton^s initial equation for iht real 
world.^ 

^Pttrdy fomsily" speaking^ the Binsteinlan deveHoptnfait tcm- 
^ in throwins the TlOid Law out St the f'hasis*’ ol phyto ahd 
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How Dewey's |4iilo3op}iy is about a world that is 
actually in motion, that is really moving and not just 
playing at moving. And Dewey’s logic is contrdled by 
the fundamental fact that the horse is pulling the. rope 
and horse, stone and stretched rope between are moving 
along the face of the earth. This fundamental fact is the 
fact Dewey’s whole philosophy is controlled by. Dewey 
sometimes calls this fact “the practical character of re- 
ality.” * 

The application of the Third Law of Motion to the 
h(H'se, stone and rope is one form of Russell’s problem of 
the “application of physics to the empirical world.” The 
other form of his problem is hidden away in his statement 
that “the world of physics must be, in some sense, con-’ 
tinuous with the world of our perceptions.” I say “hidden 
away” because what 4he “world of physics” is, in this 
case, depends entirely upon the course of the argument. 
Sometimes it is the empirical world, sometimes it is the 
“laws of physics,” sometimes it is the electrons, protons, 
and whatnot which are identilfiljle with neither. How- 
ever, if we take the summing up of his position on this 
form of his problem, it is fairly evident what it involves. 
“It is obvious that a man who can see knows things which 
a blind man cannot know; but a blind man can know the 
whole of ph 3 rsics. Thus the knowledge which other men 
have and he has not is not a part of phy^cs,” A blind 
man who can know the whole of physics is, obviously, a 
person of great intelligence. There are millions of per- 
s(ms who are not blind who wpr^ experience the great- 

bdaiNl it ba^ in at the ‘Hop.” Ail the moving platforms, trains, 
ete., in atcon^a of the Einstein Theory are reaUy nO better 
than the horse^ and stretched rope between moving along 
the fape of the, earth, 

* fs tbe mie of an essay in Phihtopky mi 
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^st difficult in understanding any of pb3rsics. On the score 
of intelligence, there is no difference then between Rus- 
sell’s blind man and a seeing man who also can know 
the whole of physics. I suppose it is also fair to assume 
that the blind man in question has his other senses in- 
tact, that he can hear, touch, taste and smell. The only 
difference between the two men therefore is that the 
seeing man can see '^secondary qualities,” namely, those 
secondary qualities that require unimpaired vision. And 
it is on this difference that Russell rests his penultimate 
conclusion that “there is thus a sphere excluded from 
physics.” (The Analysis of Matter, p. 389.) 

We began by considering the problem of “secondary 
qualities” and this brings us back to the beginning. The 
genuineness of this problem is not the point here. Nor 
is it relevant to the point that Russell in the course of 
his discussion of the problem introduces many other dif- 
ferences and in the last three pages of bis book tempo- 
rarily reintroduces them again. What is in point here is 
that the second form of Russell’s problem — ^the problem 
of secondary qualities (in an excessively simplified form, 
this time) continues to be the imperishable foundation- 
stone of the philosophic discussion. 

The inextricable mixing up of the two forms of the 
problem — the shifting from one kind of refined object 4 
of reflection to a totally different kind — ^keeps the philo- ' 
sophic discussion alive, gives it an ever-changing and 
ever more complicated face. Russell’s discussion of the 
same problem in Our Knowledge of the External World 
(1914) follows exactly the same general lines as his dis- 
cussion in 1927, But it was vastly simpler, internally. 
At that time (r9i4) the Einsteinian “world of physics,” 
with its manifold mathematical complications, aid Space- 
Time, had Rot yet come into its own. Hmice, in that emr- 
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tier volume, Russ^ could start off by dismissing Time 
as irrelevant for physics and therefore irrelevant for phil* 
osophy. The “temporal” then was merely temporal. The 
case with Time now is rather different. Just as in 1914 
Russell took the Newtonian “world of physics” as some- 
thing “given,” so in 1927 Russell takes the Einsteinian 
“world of physics” as something “given.” This method 
of procedure is not peculiar to Russell. It is part of the 
inherent methodology of the “rationalist” tradition in 
philosophy; it is the “logical” method that exhibits “in- 
flexible rationality of thought.” 

It is fundamental in Dewey’s analysis of the problem 
to maintain the distinction between the two general 
kinds of refined objects of reflection noted above. His 
extension of the metaphor of “refining” to cover both 
kinds of refined objects is unfortunate. But in view of the 
nature of philosophic discussion and controversy this ex- 
tension is understandable. Furthermore, the standardized 
consequences of inquiry that persist as the stable founda- 
tions of the controversy are the Ultimate simples” that 
are obtained from the gross and macroscopic subject-mat- 
ter in primary experience by the process of “refining.” 
Hence Dewey’s emphasis on this process is not (mly Un- 
derstandable but also justifiable within the context of the 
great debate. 

XXXV 

“PHILOSOPHY” writes Whitehead “destroys its U80- 
fulness when it indulges in brilliant feats of explaining 
away. ... Its ultimate appeal is to the gmarei ce»- 
sdousness of what in practict^we experience. Whatevm: 
ffuead of ^esupposition characterizes spcitd expression 
througlmut the, various epodis of rational society must 
find its place in philosc^hlc theory. Speoda^ve Iholdsess 
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must be balwKcd by complete humility before logic, 
and before fact. It is a disease of philos(^hy wh^ it is 
neither bold nor humble, but merely a reflection of the 
temperamental presuppositions of exceptional person- 
alities. 

“Analogously, we do not trust any recasting of scientific 
theory depending upon a single performance of an aber- 
rant experiment, unrepeated. The ultimate test is alwa}^ 
widespread, recurrent experience* and the more general 
the rationalistic scheme, the more important this final 
appeal.” * 

Dewey’s statement on the same general topic is as 
follows: “A first-rate test of the value of any philosophy 
which is offered us is this: Does it end in conclusions 
which, when they are referred back to ordinary life-ex- 
periences and their predicaments, render them more sig- 
nificant, more luminous to us, and make our dealings with 
them more fruitful? Or does it terminate in rendering the 
things of ordinary experience more opaque than they were 
before, and in depriving them of having in ‘reality’ even 
the significance they had previously seemed to have? Does 
It yield the enrichment and increase of power of ordi- 
nary things which the results of physical science afford 
when applied in every-day affairs? Or does it^ become 
a mystery that these ordinary things should be what they 
are, or indeed that they should be at all, while philosc^hic 
concepts are left to dwell in separation in some technical 
realm of their own? It is the fact that so many philos- 
ophies terminate in conclusions that make it necessary 
to disparage and condemn primary experience, leadhig 
those who hold, them to measure the sublimity of thdr 
‘balities’ as pfailosc^ically defii^ed by remotoiesa froiu 

^ Praua and iteMy, p. \ italics mine* 
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•tbe concans df dulyMife, ^ich leads cultivated cpmmon 
sense to look askance at philosophy." * 

These two statements very closely approach each otha*, 
and yet, as in cases already considered, the mm's closely 
they come together the further apart they are. And in 
this instance, as in all others, for one and the same rea- 
son: Whitehead never actually reaches the point where 
he is ready to consider “practice" as a functioning, in- 
tegral factor in inquiry. Whitehead, as Russell, will on 
occasion recognize that an appeal must be made to “ex- 
periment" or “practice" and that such ^peal is “ulti- 
mate" but he will never “wander of! on the topic of ex- 
periment" to the extent of effecting an integrative, inter- 
active tmi<Hi of theory and practice. 

Dewey says that the test of a phUosoi^y is whether or 
not the conclusions when referred back to ordinary life- 
experiences make the latt^ more significant and out 
dealings with them more fruitful. Whitehead says that 
the ultimate appeal or test is to “the general consdous- 
ness of What in practice we expoltklbe.” This test is al- 
together different frcan Dewey’s. For “the general con- 
sciousness oi what in practice we eiqierience” is more 
likely than not to turn out to be, not actual, practical, 
or experimental behavior, but simply a “ffiiUosopby of 
pi^ctioe” over again. So that WMtehead’s “test" will 
rea&y be of tiie kind Newton performed when he “tested 
experimentally" his Thjfd Iaw, by “rdating" it to tibe 
horse, stone and stretched rope between. And that this 
is so is evident in Whitehead’s next saitence, that phIkH 
S(^hic theory must include- or find a {dace for all the- 
tbwBtds of. presuf^wsition that are found in tlm various 
of “rationd society.” “Ridkmal socidy" consists 

p. 1046; italia ae^. 
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of the various systems of ideas, philosophic, cultural, and 
scientific that are found to be rational. Although White- 
head does not believe that Newton^s “ready-made world 
of physics** can survive a comparison with the facts, he 
also believes that that “world of physics** must never- 
theless be included in any cosmology, or philosophy of 
Nature. Now there can be no doubt that Newton*s “world 
of physics** merits some sort of inclusion in a comjMre- 
hensive philosophy. But no theory of philosophy can be 
tested by reference to that “world of physics** any more 
than that “world of physics** can be tested by a theory of 
philosophy. The test of any theory scientific or philosophic 
is experimental in the practical sense, in the sense of do- 
ing-undergoing. 

Whitehead gives another statement of his conception 
of the method of philosophy which more sharply points 
up the fundamental difference we have been consider- 
hig: 

“ ... the true method of philosophical construction 
is to frame a scheme of ideas, the best that one can, and 
unflinchingly to explore the interpretation of experience 
in terms of that scheme.** (Ib, p. x) 

By following this method, it is obvious that “experience** 
Will always turn out to be a replica of the “scheme of| 
ideas*’ in terms of which “experience is unflinchingly ex- ' 
plored.” Newton constructed his sdaeme of ideas contained 
^ in his Third Law and tiien unflinchingly explored the 
interpretation of “experirace** in terms of that scheme. 
And he found that “experience” and the Third Law 
agreed with one another, that they were in pne-to-one 
corre^ndency, that the harmony between them was 
perfect. When you take the same thing twice over once 
as “experience” and once as “schtsiw of ideas” you will 
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always get Newtotft perfect results. And this taking of 
the same thing twice over is what Realists staunchly 
hold to be the fundamental method of discovering Truth! 

Any scheme of ideas is already the interpretation of 
‘^experienced’ — of the experience of which that scheme of 
ideas is ^e formulated consequence. When that scheme of 
ideas is the unflinching formulation of the consequences of 
that experience, then that genuine occasion for being un- 
flinching is over. The next occasion for being unflinching 
is when we test that scheme of ideas by practical, experi- 
mental doings-undergoings whether the practical experi- 
mentation be in the laboratory or in ordinary life-ex- 
periences, in our daily dealings with things. It is necessary 
to be unflinching on this next occasion because the scheme 
of ideas which is thus undergoing genuine test, not 
survive the trial. 

It cannot be denied of course that it also requires a 
high degree of “unflinchingness” to follow the “method” 
that Whitehead prescribes for philosophers. The “inflex- 
ible rationality of thought” he advocates is not easily 
acquired. When we use any given scheme of ideas for the 
interpretation of experience in terms of that scheme, there 
are bound to arise many occasions — ^when we adventure 
abroad and our “explorations” are wide enough — ^that 
may well cause the stoutest philosophic heart to quail. 
I doubt whether there is, in the world today, a phQosopher 
of stouter heart than Russell. And yet Russell “flinched” 
when it came to accepting some of the “answers” which he 
fua logician (or qua schematizer of ideas) believed were 
“good logical an^rs.” However, it must be said on be- 
half of Russell, that his “flinchings” were not final, but 
only temporary twinges. When, in The Analysis of Matter p 
he reached the very last sentence, Russdl h^ to make 
las final inlerpretAt^nof eaq^erience intennaof his sdime 
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Df ideas. And then, on the very pin-point standpoint of 
philosophy, Russell unflinchingly made his last stand Xin 
that book, of course). Likewise with Whitehead. During 
the course of his philosophic ^interpretations” of ex- 
perience in terms of his scheme of ideas, there are many 
occasioi^s when he “flinches.” But when the last stand has* 
to be made, he unflinchingly makes the last stand. 

One of Whitehead’s great contributions to philosophy 
is his discovery of an oft-repeated and widespread fal- 
lacy in modern thought which he calls “the fallacy of 
misplaced concreteness,” But a far greater philosophic 
fallacy, and in its consequences infinitely more destruc- 
tive of what Dewey calls intelligence, is “the fallacy of 
misplaced imflinchingness.” 

XXXVI 

THE mathematics in which the physicist is interested 
was developed for the explicit purpose of describing the 
behavior of the external world, so that it is certainly no 
accident that there is a correspondence between mathe- 
matics and nature.” This statement of Bridgman’s is cor- 
rect only when it is interpreted to mean that there is a 
“correspondence” between the mathematics used in de- 
scribing nature and the nature that is the consequence of 
using that mathematics. Thus it is no accident certainlyi 
- that there is a “correspondence” between i^ewton’s Third' 
Law and Newton’s horse, stone and stretched rope be* 
tween. In any other sense than this, there is no “corres- 
pondence’^ at all. 

It is also no accident that there is a “correspondence” 
between a microscope constructed in accoriknce with 
the specifications of a formula and tte fonhula in accord^ 
ance with which the microscope is constructed. 

' If you take the microscope in one hand and the forhtula 
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of the microsGope te the other and examine them alter* 
nately you will find, as Spinoza would say, that the order 
and connection of ideas in the formula are the same as 
the order 'and connection of things in the microscope. 

. Now the formula of the microscope is what Whitehead 
calls an “ideally isolated system.” And’ says Whitehead, 
“This means that there are truths respecting this system 
which require reference only to the remainder of things 
by way of a uniform systematic scheme of relationships.” 
If you develop a systematic scheme of relationships with 
the con^stency and perfection exhibited by Spinoza, you 
will get Spinoza’s result. The “correspondency” of micro- 
scope and formula of the microscope, when extended or 
referred to the remainder of things within the universe 
becomes the doctrine that there are two orders, one the 
order of ideas (Mind, Formulae) and the other the or- 
der of things (Matter, Bodies) the two orders running 
in parallel lines or in one-to-one correspondency. 

Of course, Spinoza did not leave the two orders eadi 
alone by itself. Just as soon as^riNHi bring on the one 
hand and on the other in -juxtapositicm, you are [dulo- 
sophically bound to “unite” them. And so Spinoza in- 
cluded them in one comprehensive order of Nature. But 
if there are two such orders in Nature, and they par- 
aQel each other, th^ paralld each other. That’s that, and 
that is all there is to it. It is an “irredudble and stub' 
Ixra fact,” Cmnptehaiding them in one inclusive embrace 
dm^’t make thek paralldism more parallel, and lemdag 
tiion withmit the emlKace doesn’t make their paraOelhm 
, wy less parallel. Precisely tlm same holds true, ten: ea* 
of Newton’s Absedute Space and Absolute 'Omei 
They also were jtwo “ok^” and they ‘^pacaUeled’V or 
“ot^te^itonded?’ in aBe-toi4hnee-andrfhiee>to^ nmthor 
thadcal fm:n^^erfei:A|(m,aiidiBdBdi^ Sy% 
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tcm of Nature didn’t change their Newtonian relations 
one bit. It also didn’t help matters very much as far as 
the progress of scientific theory is concerned. 

When you take two end-results, like the microscope and 
the formula of the microscope, two consequences which 
are the products of the self-same historical process oi 
inquiry, they are each bound to contain characteristics 
which “exemplify” or “parallel” or “correspond” to the 
characteristics of the other. The interactivity of which 
they are the joint product has taken care of that. It 
could not be otherwise. WTien you take two such prod- 
ucts, and “compare” them with one another you will 
always find, says Dewey, that they will be in one-to-one 
harmony. Then the “existence” of the one will reflect the 
“essence” of the other; the “mind” of the one will por- 
tray the “matter” of the other; the “form” of the one 
will reveal the “body of the other”; the “law” of the 
one will express the “conduct” of the other; the “fact” 
of the one will exemplify the “proposition” of the other; 
the “refined object of reflection” of the one will mirror 
the “subject-matter in experience” of the other; and so 
on in every field and in every case. And of course also 
in every case vice versa if not also versa vice. For as 
Leibniz put it, the “harmony is pre-established.” 

Although the harmony between a microscope and thy 
formula of the microscope is entrancingly perfect when 
“pre-established,” the differences betwe^ the two ate 
enormous. And it is only by neglecting the differ^ces in 
the first place, that the one-to-one correspondency can 
be obtmned. When, after having made the corresponden^i 
an appeal to “experience” ^ inadvertently ma^^, all the 
“eternal problems” of phOosoi^y begin to crop out 
again. And as long as the same “method of philosophy” 
is pursued, these problems wiQ never be solved. 
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XXXVII 

“WE do not trust/* writes Whitehead, “any recasting 
of scientific theory depending upon a single, aberrant 
C3^eriment, unrepeated. The ultimate test is always wide- 
spread, recurrent experience; and the more general the 
rationalistic scheme, the more important is this final 
test.*’ But if a single experiment is aberrant, we would 
not trust any recasting of scientific theory depending 
upon it, no matter how widespread and recurrent that 
experiment had become through sheer repetition. New- 
ton’s “experiment” with the Third Law was, for example, 
an aberrant experiment if ever there was one. Repetition 
of that experiment would perpetuate, not test, the aber- 
ration. 

And this particular Newtonian aberration has been 
“tested” by making it widespread and recurrent. Newton 
has been the model “experimental” scientist and his sys- 
tem the model of all scientific systems. Theoreticians in 
all fields, possessed of a “modem '^Bassical” cast of “sci- 
entific” mind have, with studied envy and anxiety, fol- 
lowed the lead of Newton. By carrying his “method” into 
their fields of inquiry, they were certain that their re- 
sults would be truly scientific. And following Newton’s 
method has meant starting with a formulation patterned 
after the Third Law. 

And so we have, for example, in “classical, scientific 
economics” the fundamental Law that “supply ^^uals dcs 
mand” — equal and opposite. Supply fallows demand and 
(tenand follows supply and this “iron law” of economic 
nature— 4ike the rope between horse and stone— bolds the 
economic world perfectly togethen— providmg you ody 
let it alone, let It go and let it pa^. And in “dasskal 
psydiicdc^” we have a similar OEen^Uficatibn of the same 
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'^iron law.^’ Idea equals sensation or idea follows sensa- 
tion and sensation follows idea and this keeps Mind and 
Body together — ^providing again that you only let it alone, 
let it go and let it pass. 

For such a psychology, it was of course an inestimable 
boon when the neurological system was discovered. FOr 
the neurological system was, obviously, the very conduit 
needed. Like Newton’s rope, it could be the vacuous go- 
between. \Wien, under the inspiration of greater scientific 
exactitude, the shift was made to the terms “stimulus” 
and “response” the same fundamental Law prevailed; 
stimulus equals response, equal and opposite. 

Of course, no scientific theory is ever dependent upon 
a single experiment. It may conceivably happen that a 
scientific theory has to be changed because of the con- 
sequences of one" experiment. But the scientific theory, 
both before and after the change, is not dependent upon 
that one experiment alone — ^any more than the laboratory 
experiment is self-dependent. As Whitehead himself so 
dearly described, every scientific theory (or formula) is 
an organization of accumulated consequences of prior 
activities of inquiry. And likewise with every laboratory 
experiment. 

, When philosophic theory of scientific method is con- 
trolled by the indubitable, gross and macroscopic fact|r 
that theories and laboratory experiments are the funded" 
consequences of histories of inquiry, the significance of 
the appeal to widespread and recurrent experience is 
Iradically *darified« For then it is seen that an £q^al to 
a ^ngle laboratory experiment is, by the very nature 
of the case, a concentrated appeal to widesptead and 
recurrent expa*leiice. A single experun^t no matter how 
eidensive mternally cpmpl^ it may be is, to be 
sure, a limited experiment. It does not tmamipm ^ 
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totality of the imki^fse ivithin its scope. There is, there* 
fore, need for recurring to further experimental labora- 
tory tests as new formulations are reached or as old 
formulations are carried into new fields. The need is a 
constant and progressive one. In scientific inquiry it is 
not the case that the more general the rationalistic 
scheme (or the more comprehensive the theory) the more 
important is the final or experimental test. The process oi 
e^>erimental testing is continuous throughout the devel- 
opment of scientific theory; it occurs at every stage. One 
can make a distinction of ‘‘importance'^ such as White- 
head makes, only at the expense of violating the basic 
ccMitinuity and interactivity of the developmental proems 
of scientific or controlled inquiry. 

Every practical or theoretical instrument — from the 
crudest practical tool to the most highly refined mathe- 
matical symbol — is inherently a social product. Every 
case of experimental testing is an appeal to “widespread 
and recurrent experience." According to some philosophic 
theories of experience, human expet^^ice is a private, con- 
vulsive, peristaltic movement occurring inside an ab- 
originally individualized psyche or soul; according to 
others, it is the automatic registration of private ^ects 
on a private brain inside a private head. Whether such 
extremely diseased modes of human experience *are pos- 
sible or not, we need not stop to inquire. But such modes 
of experience— fiupposing, for the argument, that they 
may occur — do not define the rational mode, the stand- 
ard mode of experi^ce which constitutes the ultimate 
test of theoiy. Rational experience Is experience as or- 
gatdaed and realized in the performance of an expert^ 
mmt, Dewey's philosophy of the experiment is his phO^ 
osophy of experience. Tlie method of experimentation de« 
Jbesthe^n^ of the method of socialized 
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Dewey’s recasting of philosophic theory depends upon 
his theory of the experiment. Originally, Dewey’s phil- 
osophy acquired the designation “instrumentalism.” Al- 
though by usage the term “instrumentalism” could be 
made equivalent in meaning to the term “experimentalism” 
in the current intellectual epoch it is practically impos- 
sible to do so. By commonsense standards of thinking 
and judging, an “instrument” necessarily implies some- 
thing for which it is an “instrument”; an “instrumental 
theory of knowledge” would therefore by the same stand- 
ards imply that knowledge was instrumental, not to “in- 
strumental knowledge” (which is an absurdity) but to 
consummatory modes of experience, which are non-in- 
Urumental. 

But the absurd interpretation of “instrumentalism” as 
the “philosophy or logic of the instrument” was inevitable. 
For the “logics of the instrument” are the dominant un- 
ending varieties of “rationalistic logics.” The inflexible 
rationality of scholastic thought was, precisely, an inflex- 
ible idolatry of the “logical” instrument then available to 
their hand. The most popular idolatry of the instrument 
now current is that exhibited in the Logical Positivist 
movement. Carnap’s Logical Positivism very closely nears 
the ultimate philosophic apotheosis of Esperantism. 

Wheif the term instrumentalism is made secondary iof 
experimentalism there remains no terminological ground' 
for confusing Dewey’s philosophy with any “philosofAy 
of the instrument.” 

XXXVIII 

I^ the problems of philosophy were inherently, and not 
just formally, technical, their “etomal” petpetuation 
would not matter so very modi. But the “eternal” prob* 
Wis ^ pldlQscplqr are scdai problems par tatce&enci. 
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In the process of tec^ical formulation they have lost all 
the obvious features and characteristics of the social. It 
is not true that nothing can rise hi^er than its source; 
witness every case of develojnnent. But it is true that 
nothing can rise so high above its source that it become 
entirely disconnected therefrom and after its disconnec- 
tion first begins to live a real and flourishing life off its 
own transcendental vitals. Technical terms, linguistic 
forms, symbolic devices, can make a problem look like 
nothing else on earth. They can do wonders in facial 
transformation. But even the most potent of these de- 
vices and , instrumentalities cannot perform miracles. 

Contemporary philosophers are of course distinguish- 
able in many ways from medieval scholastics. But in so 
far as contemporaries accept standardized problems and 
seek for their solution by dialectically arranging stand- 
ardized parts, they are every whit as medieval as the 
veriest scholastics of ten centuries ago. And from point 
of view of fundamental method of philosophy it matters 
very little by what names such l^ilosophers designate* 
their philosophies, nor whence nor how they obtain their 
standardized equipment. 

There can be no intelligent objection to standardizing 
instrumental equipment, theoretical and practical. Stand- 
ardization is necessary for efficiency and precision in con- 
trol. But there is fundamental cause for intelligent objec- 
tion when control over the standardized equipment is 
substituted for control in the solution of an actual problem 
which the use of the standardized equipment can give. 
When such substitution is made, the use of the equipment, 
instead of enriching experience and hdping its growth,, 
stunts and distorts it. 

The multiplication of theoretical instrumentalities wid^ 
tm the mental borizcm and increases the possibilities that 
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can be entertained in thought. The multiplication of prac- 
tical instrumentalities increases power for trying out jSbs- 
sibilities, for changing and reconstructing existentiar 
events. When practical and theoretical instruments are de- 
veloped in interactive relation with each other, we have 
the cumulative and progressive advance exhibited in the 
history of modern science. When the practical and theo- 
retical activities are separated from each other, we have 
the kind of ^^advance” exhibited in the tragic history of 
modern society. 

Some form .and degree of separation of theory from 
practice is to be found in every field of modem thought 
and in every area of social life. Theoretical solutions of 
the problems generated by the separation of theory from 
practice in the fields of thought do not, of course, auto- 
matically function to solve the problems that are every- 
where to be found in contemporary society. The actual so- 
lution of actual social problems can be accomplished only 
by employment of actual scxial instrumentalities.* The 
philosopher, in his professional capacity, is a theoretician, 
not a laboration. This does not relieve him of social re- 
sponsibility, but defines the kind of responsibility he can 
be legitimately expected professionally to assume. 

The fundamental problem in philosophy is the problem 
of scientific method. With respect to some specific prob^ 
lem^ alternative solutions are possible, but with respect' 
to the basic problem of scientific method there is no valid 
alternative to Dewey’s solution. If this Introduction has 
any one cofiiprehensive purpose, dien it is to indicate the 
reasons why this is so. 

* in tie Editor’s Note, Chapter widdi is devoted to a 
discussion of the Outlawry oi War, some of the difhculties and 
probl<un$ involved. M uskig eodal fiistrumentafities for the eolur 
tion of .an actual so<^ ^plem are cdncretdy considered. NoUdxig 
more h therefoxe said on tils here. 
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Of course I do ndt mean that the whole world — ^not 
even the whole world of philosophy — ^is to be found in 
Dewey’s works. Nor do I mean that whatever is in his 
works is perfect, that every solution he ofifers is the right 
solution and every analysis he makes is the final and cor- 
rect analysis. Such is far from being the case. Some criti- 
cisms of Dewey have been explicitly made in the fore- 
going pages and others are implicit. And many needful 
criticisms of Dewey the reader can undoubtedly make for 
himself; and the foregoing may possibly help the reader in 
this direction. 

But the all-important problem, social as well as philo- 
sophic, is the problem of method. There is nothing inher- 
ent in the nature of things that makes it possible for the 
method of experimentation — or of controlled inquiry — to 
be employed in certain fields and nowhere else. From the 
fact that Dewey’s analysis of controlled inquiry is funda- 
mentally the correct analysis and no valid alternative is 
possible — from this fact it does not follow that the body 
of knowledge in Dewey’s philosophy^bt in any one else’s) 
is crystallized and fixated as ‘‘eternal and immutable.” 
Just the opposite follows. Galileo started a revolution in 
method which has proved its singular validity, not by 
immobilizing a body of knowledge, but by making it pos- 
sible for that body to change and grow. The employment 
of controlled inquiry — or the method of intelligence — ^in 
the fields of philosophy and the social sciences, and all 
human affairs, can prove its validity only in the same way. 
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THE MEANINGS OF PHILOSOPHY 

I Philosophy and Culture* 

VOLUMES have been written about each term of our 
theme. What is civilization? history? philosophy?' Yet 
time passes, and as amlnguities and complexities cannot be 
eliminated by definition, we can only circumvent them by 
begging questions. But as to one of the terms at least, 
namely, philosophy, we shall frankly make what is begged 
ez{dicit. A statement of the relations of iMosoidiy to the 
history of civilization will, after all, only mqmund, in some 
indirect manner, the view of philosophy to which one is al- 
ready, ccunmittol. Unless this fact is' faced, we shall not 
only beg the issue, but we shall deceive oursdves into . 
tMnking that we are setting forth the conclusions of an 
origiiud inqiury, undertaken and encuted independently 
of our own philosophical cQncq)ti(ms. 

As ftn' mysdf, then, the discussion is af^roacbed with 
the antecedoit idea th^ philosophy, Id^e politics, liter»> 
ture^^nd the pkstic arts, is itself a phenomenon of human. 
cdttee. Ite connection with sodal histwy, with ckOIzi* 
dKh, is totrinsic. IheK is curratt atnong th^ whophUos' 
e|hite1he<convicti(»i Ihid, wiile past timers liave i«< 
.fleeted M their, lystans toe tonditions imd peip^ties rtf 
then own day, preseht-(ky {toilos(q>hy hi gei|^, and 
rme’s own philoBoptoy in particular, h; emancipated tobm 

PkSotopky md CipSiuUM, pp. S-ti. 
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the influence of that complex of institutions which forms 
culture. Bacon, Descartes, Kant, each thought with fervor 
that he was founding philosophy anew because he was plac* 
ing it securely upon an exclusive intellectual basis, exclu- 
sive, that is, of everything but intellect. The movement of 
time has revealed the illusion; it exhibits as the work of 
philosophy the old and ever new undertaking of adjusting 
that body of traditions which constitute the actual mind 
of man to scientific tendencies and political aspirations 
which are novel and incompatible with received authorities. 
Philosophers are parts of history, caught in its movement; 
creators perhaps in some measure of its future, but also 
assuredly creatures of its past. 

Those who assert in the abstract definition of philosophy 
that it deals with eternal truth or reality, untouched .by lo- 
cal time and place, are forced to admit mat philosophy as a 
concrete existence is histinrical, having temporal passage 
and a diversity of local habitations. Open your histories of 
philosophies, and you find written throughout them the 
same periods of time and the same geographical distribu- 
tioiu which provide the intellectual scheme of histories of 
poUtics, industry, or the fine arts. I cannot inline a his- 
tory of philosophy which did not partition its material be- 
tween the Occident and the Orient; whidi did not find the 
former falling into ancient, medieval, and modem epochsyr 
which in setting forth Greek thcmght did. not specify Asi- 
atic and Italian colonies and Athens. On the otho: haml, 
those who express contempt for the enterprise of {flulrao- 
{diy as a sterile and monotonous preoccupation with xasr- 
solvaUe or unreal problems, cannot, without ccmvictiitg 
tfuanselves of Philistinism, deny that, however it may 
stand with philosophy as a revdatictt of eternal trotlsf, it 
is tremendously rignifi^ant as a mvdation of the pvecBca- 
ttrents, innte^ and aspirations of humii^iity. 
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. PHILOSOPHY AKD CULTURE 

The two views of the liistory of thought arc usually prof- 
fered as unrecondlable'c^posites. According to one, it is 
the record-of the most profound dealings of the reason with 
ultimate being; according to the other, it is a scene of pre- 
tentious claims and ridiculous failures. Nevertheless, there 
is a point of view from which there is something common 
to the two notions, and this common denominator is more 
significant than the oppositions. Meaning is wider in scope 
as well as more precious in value than is truth, and philos- 
ophy is occupied with meaning rather than with truth. 
Making such a statement is dangerous; it is easily miscon- 
ceived to signify that truth is of no great importance under 
any circumstances; while the fact is that truth is so infi- 
nitely important when it is important at all, namely, in rec- 
ords of events and descriptions of existences, that we ex- 
tend its claims to regions where it has no jurisdiction. But 
even as respects truths, meaning is the wider category; 
truths are but one class of meanings, namely, those in 
which a claim to verifiability by thei|r consequences is an 
intrinsic part of their meaning. Beyond this island of 
meanings which in their own nature are true or false lies 
the ocean of meanings to whidi truth and falsity are irrelr 
evani. We do not inquire whether Greek civilization was 
true or false, but we are immensely concerned to penetrate 
its meting. We may indeed ask for the truth of Shsdte- 
speare^s Hamlet or Shelley’s Skylark, but by truth we now 
signify soinetliing quite different from that of scientific 
statement and historical record. 

In phOosophy we are dealing with something comparable 
to the memw^ of Athenian civilization or of drama or a 
lyric. history is lived in the hnagination of man, 

and {^osopfay is a furdier excursion of the imaginatlQii 
into inlor adiieveme^t. AS that is distinctive of 
13 ^, maiking Um uff ^ day or liie 
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potatoes he eats, occurs in his thought and emotHMUj dn 
what we have agreed to call consciousness. ,To know the 
structure of sticks and stones, an enteiprise in which, of 
course, truth is essential, apart from whatever added COn> 
trol it may yield, marks in the end but an enrichment of 
■consciousness, of the area of meanings. Were significance 
identical with ezistrace, were values the same as events, 
idealism would be the only possible philosophy. Thus 
scientific thought itself Js finally but a function of the im- 
agination ip enriching life with the significance of things; 
it is of its peculiar essence that it must also submit to cer- 
tain tests of ^plication and control. 

It is cmnmonplace that physically and existentially man 
can but make a superficial and transient scratch upon the 
outermost rind of the world. It has become a cheap intel- 
lectual pastime to contrast the infinitesimal pettiness of 
man with the vastnesses of the stellar universes. Yet all 
such comparisons are illicit. We cannot compare existence 
and meaning; they are disparate. The characteristic life of 
man is itself the meaning of vast stretches of existences, 
and without it die latter have no value or significance. 
There is no measure of physicsd existmce and conscious 
«Q>erience because the latter is the only measure there is 
fear the former. The rigiuficance of being, thot^h not its 
enstence, is th^ emotion it stirs, the thought it Riwtains. g 
tt follows that there is no specifiable diSorence between 
philowqhy and its^role in the history of civiUaation. Dis- 
cover and define some characterisUc, scone imigue functiem 
in (dvQusation, and yoa have defined {hflosophy itself, To 
^ to de&m phUosophy in any other way is to seanh for a 
wiUro’-die-wi^; the conceptions which result are of pue^ 
priimte iaterpretadon, for oidy exemplify thepaitj^. 
idar phUoaopfaim; of author^ilt and interpretadqii, 
Take the, df jduloscidiy add 



in whatever aoss^seMon you pleto, Indian, Chinese, 
'Athdiian, the Europe of the twelfth or the twentieth cen- 
tury, and you find a load of traditions proceeding from an 
immemorial past. You find certain preoccup3ing interests 
that appear hypnotic in thdr rigid bold upon imagination 
and you also find certain resistances, certain dawning re- 
bdlions, in struggle to escape and to express some fresh 
value of life. The preoccupations may be political and ar- 
tistic as in Athens; they may be economic and scientific as 
today. But in any case, there is a certain intellectual work 
to be done; the dominant interest working throughout the 
minds of masses of men has to be clarified, a result which 
can be accomplished only by selection, elimination, reduc- 
tion, and formulation; it has to be intellectudly forced, 
exaggerated, in order to be focused, to be, that is, intel- 
lectually, in consciousness, since all clear consciousness by 
its very nature marks a wrenching of something from its 
subordinate place to confer upon it a centrality which is 
existentially absurd. Where there is sufficient depth and 
range of meanings for consciousness to arise at all, therp 
is a function of adjustment, of logical reconciliation of the 
ruling interest of the period with preoccupations which 
had a difieretit origin and an irrelevant meaning. Ccm- 
sider, for example, the uneasy, restless effort of Plato to 
adapt his new mathematical insights and his political os* 
piratibn^ to the traditional habits of Athens; the almost 
humorously tomplaceht union of Christian supematural- 
ism in. the Middle A^s with the naturalism of pAgan 
Greece; the stiH fermenting effort of the ifecent age to 
uiute lie new science of nattire with idherifed dassic and 
. medieval institutions. The life of al} thought is to effect 
a. junction at some point of the new and the old, of deep^ 
sunk customs and unconsdous dispositions, brought to the 
of attentiou by scane conflict with newly emerging 
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directions of activity. Philosophies which emerge at dis- 
tinctive periods define the larger patterns of continuity 
which are woven in effecting the longer enduring junc- 
tions of a stubborn past and an insistent future. 

Philosophy thus sustains the closest connection with 
the history of culture, with the succession of changes in 
civilization. It is fed by the streams of tradition, traced at 
critical moments to their sources in order that the current 
may receive a new direction; it is fertilized by the fer- 
ment of new inventions in industry, new exploration of 
the globe, new discoveries in science. But philosophy is 
not just a passive reflex of civilization that persists 
through changes, and that changes while persisting. It is 
itself a change; the patterns formed in this junction of the 
new and the old are prophecies rather than records; they 
are policies, attempts to forestall subsequent develop- 
ments. The intellectual registrations which constitute a 
philosophy are generative just because they are selecting 
and eliminating exaggerations. While purporting to say 
that such and such is and always has been the purport of 
the record of nature, in effect they proclaim that such and 
such should be the significant value to which mankind 
should loyally attach itself. Without evidence adduced in 
its behalf such a statement may seem groundless. But I 
invite you to examine for yourselves any philosophical 
idea which has had for any long period a significant care& 
and find therein your own evidence. Take, for example, 
the Platonic patterns of cosmic design and harmony; the 
Aristotelian perp)etually recurrent ends and grooved po- 
tentialities; the Kantian fixed forms of inteflectual syn- 
thesis; the conception of nature itself as it figured in sev- 
enteenth and eighteenth century thought. Discuss them as 
revelations of eternal truth, and something almost child- 
like or something beyond possibility enters in; discuss 
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them as selections from the existing culture by which to 
articulate forces which the author believed should and 
would dominate the future, and they become precioudy 
significant aspects of human history. 

Thus philosophy marks a change of culture. In forming 
patterns to be conformed to in future thought and action, 
it is additive and transforming in its role in the history of 
civilization. Man states anything at his peril ; once stated, 
it occupies a place in a new perspective; it attains a per- 
manence which does not belong to its existence; it enters 
provokingly into wont and use; it points in a troubling 
way to need of new endeavors. I do not mean that the 
creative element in the role of philosophy is necessarily 
the dominant one; obviously its formulations have been 
often chiefly conservative, justificatory of selected ele- 
ments of traditions and received institutions. But even 
these preservative systems have had transforming if not 
exactly a creative effect; they have lent the factors which 
were selected a power over later human imagination and 
sentiment which they would otherwise have lacked. And 
there are other periods, such as those of the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries in Europe, when philosophy is 
overtly revolutionary in attitude. To themselves, the turn 
was just from complete error to complete truth; to later 
generations looking back, the alteration in strictly factual 
content does not compare with that in desire and tend- 
ency of effort. 

Of the many objections which may be brought against 
the conception that philosophy not only Aas a role, but 
that it is a specifiable role in the development of human 
culture, there are two misconceptions wliich 1 wish to 
touch upon. What has been said, taken without qualifying 
additions, might suggest a picture of a dominant ^tem 
of philosq)hy at each historic period. In fact there are di* 
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verse currents and aspirations in almost every historic 
epoch; the divergence of philosophic systems instead of 
b6ing a reproach (as of course it is from the standpoint of 
philosophy as a revelation of truth) is evidence of sin- 
cerity and vitality. If the ruling and the oppressed ele- 
ments in a population, those who wished to maintain the 
status quo and those concerned to make changes, had, 
when they became articulate, the same philosophy, one 
might well be skeptical of its intellectual integrity. The 
other point is much more important. In making a distinc- 
tion between meaning and truth and asserting that the lat- 
ter is but one type of meaning, important under definite 
conditions, I have expressed the idea as if there might be 
in the processes of human life meanings which are wholly 
cut off from the actual course of events. Such is not the 
intent; meanings are generated and in some degree sus- 
tained by existence. Hence they cannot be wholly irrel- 
evant to the world of existence; they all have revelatory 
office which should be apprehended as correctly as pos- 
sible. This is true of politics, religion, and art as well as of 
philosophy. They all tell something of the realm of exist- 
ence. But in all of them there are an exuberance and fertil- 
ity of meanings and values in comparison with which cor- 
rectness of telling is a secondary affair, while in the func- 
tion termed science the accuracy of telling is the chiejr 
matter. 

In the historic role of philosophy, the scientific factor, 
the element of correctness, of verifiable applicability, has a 
place, but it is a negative one. The meanings delivered by 
confirmed observation, experimentation, and calculation, 
scientific facts and principles, in other words, serve as 
tests of the values which tradition transmits and for those 
which emotion suggests. Whatever is not compatible with 
them must be eliminated in any sincere philosophizing. 
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This fact confers upon scientific knowledge an incalculably 
important office in philosophy. But the criterion is nega- 
tive; the exclusion of the inconsistent is far from being 
identical with a positive test which demands that only 
what has been scientifically verifiable supply the entire 
content of philosophy. It is the difference between imagi- 
nation that acknowledges responsibility to logical compati- 
bility with demands of ascertained facts, and a complete 
abdication of all imagination in behalf of a prosy 
literalism. 

Finally, it results from what has been said that the 
presence and absence of native-born philosophies is a se- 
vere test of the depth of unconscious tradition and rooted 
institution among any people, and of the productive force 
of their culture. For sake of brevity, I may be allowed to 
take our own case, the case of civilization in the United 
States. Philosophy, we have been saying, is a conversion 
of such culture as exists into consciousness, into imagina- 
tion which is logically coherent and is not incompatible 
with what is factually known. But this conversion is itself 
a further movement of civilization itself; it is not some- 
thing performed upon^he body of habits and tendencies 
from without, that is, miraculously. If American civiliza- 
tion does not eventuate in an imaginative formulation of 
itself, if it merely re-arranges the figures already named 
and placed, in playing an inherited European game, that 
fact is itself the measure of the culture which we have 
achieved. A deliberate striving for an American Philos- 
ophy as such would be only another evidence of the same 
emptiness and impotency. There are energy and activity 
among us, enough and to spare. Not an inconsiderable 
part of the vigor that once went into industrial accom- 
plishment now finds its way into science; our scientific 
^^plant” is coming in its way to rival our industrial plants. 
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Especially in psychology and the social sciences an 
amount of effort is putting forth which is hardly equaled 
in the rest of the world. He would be a shameless brag- 
gart who claimed that the result is as yet adequate to the 
activity. What is the matter? It lies, I think, with our 
lack of imagination in generating leading ideas. Because 
we are afraid of speculative ideas, we do, and do over and 
over again, an immense amount of dead, specialized work 
in the region of ^^facts.” We forget that facts are only 
data; that is, are only fragmentary, uncompleted mean- 
ings, and unless they are rounded out into complete ideas 
— a work which can only be done by hypotheses, by a free 
imagination of intellectual possibilities — they are as help- 
less as are all maimed things and as repellent as are need- 
lessly thwarted events. 

Please do not imagine that this is a plea in disguise for 
any particular type of philosophizing. On the contrary, 
any philosophy which is a sincere outgrowth and expres- 
sion of our own civilization is better than none, provided 
it utters the authentic idiom of an enduring and dominat- 
ing corporate experience. If we are really, for instance, a 
materialistic people, we are at least materialistic in a new 
fashion and on a new scale, I should welcome then a con- 
sbtent materialistic philosophy, if only it were sufficiently 
bold, aijd, in spite of any attendant aesthetic repulsive#^ 
ness, in the degree in which it marked the coming to con- 
sciousness of a group of ideas, it would formulate a com- 
ing to self-consciousness of our civilization. Thereby it 
would furnish ideas, supply an intellectual polity, direct 
further observations and experiments and organize their 
results on a grand sc^e. As long as we worship science 
and are afraid of philosophy we shall have no great 
science; we shall have a lagging and halting continuation 
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Li what is thought and said elsewhere. As far as any plea 
is implicit in what has been said, it is, then, a plea for the 
casting off of that intellectual timidity which hampers the 
wings of imagination, a plea for speculative audacity, for 
more faith in ideas sloughing off a cowardly reliance upon 
those partial ideas to which we are wont to give the name 
of facts. I have given to philosophy a more humble func- 
tion than that which is often assigned it. But modesty as 
to its final place is not incompatible with boldness in the 
maintenance of that function, humble as it may be: A 
combination of such modesty and courage affords the only 
way I know of in which the philosopher can look his fel- 
low man in the face with frankness and with humanity. 

II • Philosophy and the Education of Man* 

Philosophy has generally been defined in ways which 
imply a certain totality, generality, and ultimateness of 
both subject matter and method. With respect to subject 
matter, philosophy is an attempt to comprehend — that is, 
to gather together the varied details of the world and of 
life into a single inclusive whole, which shall either be a 
unity, or, as in the dualistic systems, shall reduce the 
plural details to a small number of ultimate principles. On 
the side of the attitude of the philosopher and of those 
who accept his^conclusions, there is the endeavor to attain 
as unified, consistent, and complete an outlook upon ex- 
perience as is possible. This aspect is expressed in the 
word “philosophy” — love of wisdom. Whenever philoso- 
phy has been taken seriously, it has always been assumed 
that it signified achieving a wisdom which would influence 
the conduct of life. Witness the fact that almost all ancient 

* From Dtmocracy and Education, pp. 378-386. Ey permission of 
The Macmillan Company, publishers. 
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schools of philosophy were also organized ways of living, 
those who accepted their tenets being committed to cer- 
tain distinctive modes of conduct; witness the intimate 
connection of philosophy with the theology of the Roman 
church in the middle ages, its frequent association with 
religious interests, and, at national crises, its association 
with political struggles. 

This direct and intimate connection of philosophy with 
an outlook upon life obviously differentiates philosophy 
from science. Particular facts and laws of science evi- 
dently influence conduct. They suggest things to do and 
not do, and provide means of execution. When science de- 
notes not simply a report of the particular facts discovered 
about the world but a general attitude toward it — as dis- 
tinct from special things to do — it merges into philosophy. 
For an underlying disposition represents an attitude not to 
this and that thing nor even to the aggregate of known 
things, but to the consideratioiis which govern conduct. 

Hence philosophy cannot be defined simply from the 
side of subject-matter. For this reason, the definition of 
such conceptions as generality, totality, and ultimateness 
is most readily reached from the side of the disposition 
toward the world which they connote. In any literal and 
quantitative sense, these terms do not apply to the subject- 
matter of knowledge, for completeness and finality are out^ 
of the question. The very nature of experience as an on- 
going, changing process forbids. In a less rigid sense, they 
apply to science rather than to philosophy. For obviously 
it is to mathematics, ph)^ics, chemistry, biology, anthro- 
pology, history, etc. that we must go, not to philosophy, to 
find out the facts of the world. It is for the sciences to say 
what generalizations are tenable about the world and what 
they specifically aie. But when we ask what sort of per- 
manent disposition of action toward the world the scien- 
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tific disclosures exact of us we are raising a philosophic 
question. 

From this point of view, “totality” does not mean the 
hopeless task of a quantitative summation. It means rather 
consistency of mode of response in reference to the plu- 
rality of events which occur. Consistency does not mean 
literal identity; for since the same thing does not happen 
twice, an exact repetition of a reaction involves some mal- 
adjustment. Totality means continuity — the carrying on 
of a former habit of action, with the readaptation neces- 
sary to keep it alive and growing. Instead of signifying a 
ready-made complete scheme of action, it means keeping 
the balance in a multitude of diverse actions, so thaj each 
borrows and gives significance to every other. Any person 
who is open-minded and sensitive to new perceptions, and 
who has concentration and responsibility in connecting 
them has, in so far, a philosophic disposition. One of the 
popular senses of philosophy is calm and endurance in the 
face of difficulty and loss; it is even supposed to be a 
power to bear pain without complaint. This meaning is a 
tribute to the influence of the Stoic philosophy rather than 
an attribute of philosophy in general. But in so far as it 
suggests that the wholeness characteristic of philosophy is 
a power to learn, or to extract meaning, from even the un- 
pleasant vicissitudes of experience and to embody what is 
learned in an ability to go on learning, it is justified in 
any scheme. An analogous inteipretation applies to the 
generality and ultimateness of philosqjhy. Taken literally, 
they are absurd pretensions; they indicate insanity. Fi- 
nality does not mean, however, that experience is ended 
and exhausted, but means the disposition to penetrate to 
deeper levels of meaning — ^to go below the surface and 
ted out the connections of any event or object, and to 
keep at it. In like manner the philosophic attitude is gen* 
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eral in the sense that it is averse to taking anything as 
isolated; it tries to place an act in its context — ^which con- 
stitutes its significance. 

More specifically, the demand for a “total” attitude 
arises because there is the need of integration in action of 
the conflicting various interests in life. Where interests are 
so superficial that they glide readily into one another, or 
where they are not sufficiently organized to come into 
conflict with one another, the need for philosophy is not 
perceptible. But when the scientific interest conflicts with, 
say, the religious, or the economic with the scientific or 
esthetic, or when the conservative concern for order is 
at odds with the progressive interest in freedom, or when 
institutionalism clashes with individuality, there is a stim- 
ulus to discover some more comprehensive point of view 
from which the divergencies may be brought together, and 
consistency or continuity of experience recovered. Often 
these clashes may be settled by an individual for himself ; 
the area of the struggle of aims is limited and a person 
works out his own rough accommodations. Such homespun 
philosophies are genuine and often adequate. But they do 
not result in systems of philosophy. These arise when the 
discrepant claims of different ideals of conduct affect the 
community as a whole, and the need for readjustment iy 
general. 

The fact that philosophic problems arise because of 
widespread and widely felt difficulties in social practice is 
disguised because philosophers become a specialized class 
which uses a technical language, unlike the vocabulary in 
which the direct difficulties are stated. But where a system 
becomes influential, its connection with a conflict of inter- 
ests calling for some program of social adjustment may al* 
ways be discovered. At this point, the intimate connection 
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between philosophy and education appears. In fact, edu- 
cation offers a vantage ground from which to penetrate to 
the human, as distinct from the technical, significance of 
philosophic discussions. The student of philosophy “in it- 
self” is always in danger of taking it as so much nimble or 
severe intellectual exercise — as something said by philoso- 
phers and concerning them alone. But when philosophic 
issues are approached from the side of the kind of mental 
disposition to which they correspond, the life-situations 
which they formulate can never be far from view. If a 
theory* makes no difference in educatiohal endeavor, it 
must be artificial. The educational point of view enables 
one to envisage the philosophic problems where they arise 
and thrive, where they are at home, and where acceptance 
or rejection makes a difference in practice. 

If we are willing to conceive education as the process of 
forming fundamental dispositions, intellectual and emo- 
tional, toward nature and fellow men, philosophy may 
even be defined as the general theory of education. Unless 
a philosophy is to remain symbolic — or verbal — or a sen- 
timental indulgence for a few, or else mere arbitrary 
dogma, its auditing of past experience and its program of 
values must take effect in conduct. Public agitation, prop- 
aganda, legislative and administrative action are effective 
in producing the change of disposition which a philosophy 
indicates as desirable, but only in the degree in which 
they are educative — that is to say, in the degree in which 
they modify mental and moral attitudes. And at the best, 
such methods are compromised by the fact they are used 
with those whose habits are already largely set, while ed- 
ucation of youth has a fairer and freer field of operation. 
On the other side, the business of schooling tends to be- 
come a routine empirical affair unless its aims and meth- 
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ods are animated by such a broad and sympathetic survey 
of its place in contemporary life as it is the business of 
philosophy to provide. 

The reconstruction of philosophy, of education, and of 
social ideals and methods thus go hand in hand. If there 
is especial need of educational reconstruction at the pres- 
ent time, if this need makes urgent a reconsideration of 
the basic ideas of traditional philosophic systems, it is be- 
cause of the thoroughgoing change in social life accom- 
panying the advance of science, the industrial revolution, 
and the development of democracy. Such practical 
changes cannot take place without demanding an educa- 
tional re-formation to meet them, and without leading 
men to ask what ideas and ideals are implicit in these so- 
cial changes, and what revisions they require of the ideas 
and ideals which are inherited from older and unlike cul- 
tures. 

Ill • The Critical Function of Philosophy* 

Philosophy is inherently criticism, having its distinctive 
position among various modes of criticism in its general- 
ity; a criticism of criticisms, as it were. Criticism is dis- 
criminating judgment, careful appraisal, and judgment is 
appropriately termed criticism wherever the subject-matter 
of discrimination concerns goods or values. Possession 
and enjoyment of goods passes insensibly and inevitably 
into appraisal. First and immature experience is content 
simply to enjoy. But a brief course in experience eiiforces 
reflection; it requires but brief time to teach that some 
things sweet in the having are bitter in after-taste and in 
what they lead to. Primitive innocence does not last. En- 
joyment ceases to be a datum and becomes a problem. As 

♦ From Experience and Nature, pp. 398-457 ; Art As ExperkncCt 
pp. 298-310; Essays in Experimental Logic, pp. 98-102. 
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a problem, it implies intelligent inquiry into the conditions 
and consequences of a value-object; that is, criticism. If 
values were as plentiful as huckleberries, and if the huck-^ 
leberry-patch were always at hand, the passage of appre- 
ciation into criticism would be a senseless procedure. If 
one thing tired or bored us, we should have only to turn to 
another. But values are as unstable as the forms of clouds. 
The things that possess them are exposed to all the con- 
tingencies of existence, and they are indifferent to our lik*- 
ings and tastes. 

When criticism and the critical attitude are legitimately 
distinguished from appreciation and taste, we are in the 
presence of one case of the constant rhythm of *‘perchings 
and flights” (to borrow James’ terms), characteristic of al- 
ternate emphasis upon the immediate and mediate, the 
consummatory and instrumental, phases of all conscious 
experience. If we are misled into ignoring the omnipres- 
ence in all observations and ideas of this rhythm, it is 
largely because, under the influence of formal theories, we 
attach too elaborate and too remote a signification to “ap- 
preciation” and “criticism.” Values of some sort or other 
are not traits of rare and festal occasions; they occur 
whenever any object is welcomed and lingered over; 
whenever it arouses aversion and protest; even though the 
lingering be but momentary and the aversion a passing 
glance toward something else. 

Similarly, criticism is not a matter of formal treatises, 
published articles, or taking up important matters for con- 
sideration in a serious way. It occurs whenever a moment 
is devoted to looking to see what sort of value is present; 
whenever instead of accepting a value-object wholeheart- 
edly, being rapt by it, we raise even a shadow of a ques- 
tion about its wortn, or modify our sense of it by even a 
passing estimate of its probable future. It is well upon the 
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whole that we use the terms “appreciation*’ and “criti- 
dsm” honorifically, to designate conspicuous instances. 
But it is fatal to any understanding of them to fail to note 
that formally emphatic instances are of exactly the same 
nature as rhythmic alternation between slight agreeable 
acceptances, annoyed rejections and passing questionings 
and estimates, which make up the entire course of our 
waking experience, whether in revery, in controlled in- 
quiry or in deliberate management of affairs. 

ii 

Criticism is judgment, ideally as well as etymologically. 
Understanding of judgment is therefore the first condition 
for theory about the nature of criticism. Perceptions sup- 
ply judgment with its material, whether the judgments 
pertain to physical nature, to politics or biography. The 
subject-matter of perception is the only thing that makes 
the difference in the judgments which ensue. Control of 
the subject-matter of perception for ensuring proper data 
for judgment is the key to the enormous distinction be- 
tween the judgments the savage passes on natural events 
and that of a Newton or an Einstein. 

It cannot be safely assumed at the outset that judgment 
is an act of intelligence performed upon the matter of di- 
rect perception in the interest of a more adequate percep- ^ 
tion. For judgment has also a legalistic meaning and im- 
port, as in Shakespeare’s phrase, “a critic, nay, a night 
watchman.” Following the signification supplied by the 
practice of the law, a judge, a critic, is one who pro- 
nounces an authoritative sentence. 

The judge — in the judicial sense — occupies a seatfof so- 
cial authority. His sentence determines the fate of an in- 
dividual, perhaps of a cause, and upon occasion it settles 
the legitimacy of future courses of action. Desire for au- 
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thority (and desire to be looked up to) animates the hu- 
man breast. Much of our existence is keyed to the note of 
praise and blame, excuTpation and disapproval. Hence 
there has emerged in theory, reflecting a widespread 
tendency in practice, a disposition to erect criticism into 
something “judicial.’* One cannot read widely in the out- 
givings of this school of criticism without seeing that 
much of it is of the compensatory type — the fact which 
has given rise to the gibe that critics are those who have 
failed in creation. Much criticism of the legalistic sort pro- 
ceeds from subconscious self-distrust and a consequent ap- 
peal to authority for protection. Perception is obstructed 
and cut short by memory of an influential rule, and by 
the substitution of precedent and prestige for direct ex- 
perience. Desire for authoritative standing leads the critic, 
to speak as if he were the attorney for established prin- 
ciples having unquestionable sovereignty. 

Unfortunately such activities have infected the very con- 
ception of criticism. Judgment that is final, that settles a 
matter, is more congenial to unregenerate human nature 
than is the judgment that is a development in thought of 
a deeply realized perception. The original adequate ex- 
perience is not easy to attain; its achievement is a test of 
native sensitiveness and of experience matured through 
wide contacts. A judgment as an act of controlled inquiry 
demands a rich background and a disciplined insight. It is 
much easier to “tell” people what they should believe than 
to discriminate and unify. And an audience that is itself 
hatntuated to being told, rather than schooled in thou^t- 
ful inquiry, likes to be told. 

Judicial decision can be made only on the basis of gen- 
eral rules supposed to be applicable to all cases. The harm 
done by particular instances of judicial sentence, as par- 
ticular, is much less serious than the net result iirdevdop- 
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ing the notion that antecedent authoritative standards and 
‘precedents are at hand by which to judge. 

The very meaning of an important new movement in 
any phase of life is that it expresses something new in hu- 
man experience, some new mode of interaction of the live 
creature with his surroundings, and hence the release of 
powers previously cramped or inert. The manifestations of 
the movement therefore cannot be judged but only mis- 
judged unless the critic is sensitive first of all to “meaning 
and life.” He is otherwise helpless in the presence of the 
emergence of experience that has a distinctively new char- 
acter. Every professional person is subject to the influence 
of custom and inertia, and has to protect himself from its 
influences by a deliberate openness to life itself. The judi- 
cial critic erects the very things that are the dangers of 
his calling into a principle and norm. 

The blundering ineptness of much that calls itself judi- 
cial criticism has called out a reaction to the opposite ex- 
treme. The protest takes the form of “impressionist” crit- 
icism. It is in effect, if not in words, a denial that criti- 
cism in the sense of judgment is possible, and an assertion 
that judgment should be replaced by statement of the re- 
sponses of feeling and imagery the object of value evokes. 
In theory, though not always in practice, such criticism 
reacts from the standardized “objectivity” of ready-made 
rules and precedents to the chaos of a subjectivity that 
lacks objective control, and would, if logically followed 
out, result in a medley of irrelevancies — and sometimes 
does. 

Were it not for the blunders made, by the judicial critic, 
blunders that proceed from the theory he holds, the reac- 
tion of the impressionist theory would hardly have been 
called forth. Because the former set up false notions of ob- 
jective values and objective standards, it was made easy 
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for the impressionist critic to deny there are objective 
values at all. Because the former has virtually adopted a 
conception of standards that is of an external nature, de- 
rived from use of standards developed for practical ends, 
and legally defined, the latter has assumed there are no 
criteria of any sort. In its precise signification, a ^‘stand- 
ards* is unambiguous. It is a quantitative measure. The 
yard as a standard of length, the gallon as a standard of 
liquid capacity, are as precise as legal definitions can 
make them. The standard of liquid measure for Great 
Britain was defined, for example, by an act of Parliament 
in 1825. It is a container holding ten pounds avoirdupois 
of distilled water, weighed in air with the barometer at 
thirty inches and the Fahrenheit thermometer at sixty-two 
degrees. 

There are three characteristics of a standard. It is a 
particular physical thing existing under specified physical 
conditions; it is not a value. The yard is a yard-stick, and 
the meter is a bar deposited in Paris* the second place, 
standards are measures of definite things, of lengths, 
weights, capacities. The things measured are not values, al- 
though it is of great social value to be able to measure 
them, since the properties of things in the way of size, 
volume, weight, are important for commercial exchange. 
Finally, as standards of measure, standards define things 
with respect to quantity. To be able to measure quantities 
is a great aid to further judgments, but it is not itself a 
mode of judgment. The standard, being an external and 
public thing, is applied physically. The yard-stick is phys- 
ically laid down upon the things measured to determine 
their length. 

When, therefore, the word “standard” is used with re^ 
spect to judgment of value objects, nothing but confusion 
re5^1ts, unless the radical difierence in the meaning now 
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given standard from that of standards of measurement is 
noted. The critic is really judging, not measuring physical 
fact. He is concerned with something individual, not com- 
parative — as is all measurement. His subject-matter is 
qualitative, not quantitative. There is no external and pub- 
lic thing, defined by law to be the same for all transac- 
tions, that can be physically applied. The child who can 
use a yard-stick can measure as well as the most experi- 
enced and mature person, if he can handle the stick, since 
measuring is not judgment but is a physical operation per- 
formed for the sake of determining value in exchange or 
in behalf of some further physical operation — as a carpen- 
ter measures the boards with which he builds. The same 
cannot be said of judgment of the value of an idea ot the 
value of any objects. 

Yet it does not follow because of absence of a uniform 
and publicly determined external object, that objective 
criticism of value-objects is impossible. What follows is 
that criticism is judgment; that like every judgment it in- 
volves a venture, a hypothetical element; that it is di- 
rected to qualities which are nevertheless qualities of an 
object] and that it is concerned with an individual object, 
not with making comparisons by means of an external 
preestablished rule between different things. The criticy 
because of the element of venture, reveals himself in his' 
criticisms. He wanders into another field and confuses val- 
ues when he departs from the object he is judging. No- 
vvhere are comparisons so odious as in fine art. 

Criticism is judgment. The material out of which judg- 
ment grows is the work, the object, but it is this object as 
it enters into the experience of the critic by interaction 
with his own sensitivity and his knowledge and funded 
store from past experiences. As to their content, therefore, 
judgments will vary with the concrete material that evokes 
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them and that must sustain them if criticism is pertinent 
and valid. Nevertheless, judgments have a common form 
because they all have certain functions to perform. These 
functions are discrimination and unification. Judgment has 
to evoke a clearer consciousness of constituent parts and 
to discover how consistently these parts are related to 
form a whole. Theory gives the names of analysis and 
synthesis to the execution of these functions. 

They cannot be separated from each other, because 
analysis is disclosure of part as parts of a whole; of details 
and particulars as belonging to total situation, a universe 
of discourse. This operation is the opposite of picking to 
pieces or of dissection, even when something of the latter 
sort is required in order to make judgment possible. No 
rules can be laid for the performance of so delicate an act 
as determination of the significant parts of a whole, and 
of their respective places and weights in the whole. This 
is the reason, perhaps, why scholarly dissertations upon 
literature are so often merely scholastic enumerations of 
minutiae, and so-called criticisms of paintings are of the 
order of analyses of handwriting by experts. 

Analytic judgment is a test of the mind of the critic, 
since mind, as organization into perceptions of meanings 
derived from past intercourse with objects, is the organ 
of discrimination. Hence the safeguard of the critic is a 
consuming informed interest. I say “consuming” because 
without natural sensitivity connected with an intense lik- 
ing for certain subject-matters, a critic, having even a 
widd^ range' of learning, will be so cold that he will remain 
on the outside. \!^t, unless affection is informed with the 
insight that is the product of a rich and full experience, 
judgment will be one-sided or will not rise above the level 
of gushy sentimentalism. Learning must be the fuel of 
warmth of interest. 
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^ iii 

The difference between genuine, valid good and a coun- 
terfeit, specious good is unreal, or it is a difference conse- 
quent upon reflection, or criticism, and the significant 
point is that this difference is equivalent to that made by 
discovery of relationships, of conditions and consequences. 
With this conclusion are bound up two other propositions: 
Of immediate values as such, values which occur and 
which are possessed and enjoyed, there is no theory at all; 
they just occur, are enjoyed, possessed; and that is all. 
The moment we begin to discourse about these values, to 
define and generalize, to make distinctions in kinds, we 
are passing beyond value-objects themselves; we are en- 
tering, even if only blindly, upon an inquiry into causal 
antecedents and causative consequents, with a view to ap- 
praising the ^^real,” that is the eventual, goodness of the 
thing in question. We are criticizing, not for its own sake, 
but for the sake of instituting and perpetuating more en- 
during and extensive values. 

The other proposition is that philosophy is and can be 
nothing but this critical operation and function become 
aware of itself and its implications, pursued deliberately 
and systematically. It starts from actual situations of be- 
lief, conduct and appreciative perception which are char^ 
acterized by immediate qualities of good and bad, ana 
from the modes of critical judgment current at any given 
time in all the regions of value; these are its data, its sub- 
ject-matter. These values, criticisms, and critical methods 
it subjects to further criticism as comprcfhensive and con- 
sistent as possible. The function is to regulate the further 
appreciation of goods and bads; to give greater freedom 
and security in those acts of direct selection, appropria- 
tion, identification and o1 rejection, elimination, destruc- 
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tion which enstate and which exclude objects of belief, 
conduct and contemplation. 

Philosophic discourse partakes both of scientific and lit- 
erary discourse. Like literature, it is a comment on nature 
and life in the interest of a more intense and just appre- 
ciation of the meanings present in experience. Its business 
is reportorial and transcriptive only in the sense in which 
the drama and poetry have that ofiice. Its primary concern 
is to clarify, liberate and extend the goods which inhere in 
the naturally generated functions of experience. It has no 
call to create a world of “reality” dc novo, nor to delve 
into secrets of Being hidden from common-sense and sci- 
ence. It has no stock of information or body of knowledge 
peculiarly its own; if it does not always become ridiculous 
when it sets up as a rival of science, it is only because a 
particular philosopher happens to be also, as a human be- 
ing, a prophetic man of science. Its business is to accept 
and to utilize for a purpose the best available knowledge 
of its own time and place. And this putpose is criticism of 
beliefs, institutions, customs, policies with respect to their 
bearing upon good. This does not mean their bearing upon 
the good, as something itself attained and formulated in 
philosophy. For as philosophy has no private source of 
knowledge or of methods for attaining truth, so it has no 
private access to good. As it accepts knowledge of facts 
and principles from those competent in inquiry and dis- 
covery, so it accepts the goods that are diffused in human 
experience. It has no Mosaic nor Pauline authority of rev- 
elation entrusted to it. But it has the authority of intelli- 
gence, of criticism of these common and natural goods. 

At this point, it departs from the arts of literary dis- 
course. They have a freer office to perform^to perpetuate, 
enhance and vivify in imagination the natural goods; all 



270 THE MEANINGS OF PHILOSOPHY 


things are forgiven to him who succeeds. But philosophic 
criticism has a stricter task, with^a greater measure of re- 
sponsibility to what lies outside its own products. It has 
to appraise values by taking cognizance of their causes 
and consequences; only by this straight and narrow path 
may it contribute to expansion and emancipation of val- 
ues. For this reason the conclusions of science about mat- 
ter-of-fact efficiencies of nature are its indispensable in- 
struments. If its eventual concern is to render goods more 
coherent, more secure and more significant ih apprecia- 
tion, its road is the subject-matter of natural existence as 
science discovers and depicts it. 

Philosophy, defined as a logic, makes no pretense to be 
in account of a closed and finished universe. Its business 
is not to secure or guarantee any particular reality or 
value. Per contra, it gets the significance of a method. 
The right relationship and adjustment of the various typ- 
ical phases of experience to one another is a problem felt 
in every department of life. Intellectual rectification and 
control of these adjustments cannot fail to reflect itself in 
an added clearness and security on the practical side. It 
may be that general logic cannot become an instrument in 
the immediate direction of the activities of science or art 


or industry; but it is of value in critici^ng and organizing 
tools of immediate research. It also has, direct significance 
in the valuation for social or life-purposes of results 
achieved in particular branches. Much of the immediate 
business of life is badly done because we do not know the 
genesis and outcome of the work that occupies us. The 
manner and degree of appropriation of the goods achieved 
in various departments of social interest and vocation are 
partial and faulty because we are not clear as to the due 
rights and responsibilities of one function of experience in 
reference to others. 
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The value of research for social progress; the bearing 
of psychology upon educational procedure; the mutual re- 
lations of fine and industrial art; the question of the ex- 
tent and nature of specialization in science in comparison 
with the claims of applied science; the adjustment of re- 
ligious aspirations to scientific statements; the justification 
of a refined culture for a few in face of economic insuffi- 
ciency for the mass, the relation of organization to indi- 
viduality — such are a few of the many social questions 
whose answer depends upon the possession and use of a 
general logic of experience as a method of inquiry and in- 
terpretation. I do not say that headway cannot be made 
in such questions apart from the method indicated: a logic 
of experience. But unless we have a critical and assured 
view of the juncture in which and with reference to which 
a given attitude or interest arises, unless we know the 
service it is thereby called upon to perforixi, and hence the 
organs or methods by which it best functions in that serv- 
ice, our progress is impeded and irregular. 

We take a part for a whole, a means for an end; or we 
attack wholesale some interest because it interferes with 
the deified sway of the one we have selected as ultimate. 
A clear and comprehensive consensus of social conviction 
and a consequent concentrated and economical direction of 
effort are assured only as there is some way of locating the 
position and role of each t)q)ical interest and occupation. 
The domain of opinion is one of conflict; its rule is arbi- 
trary and costly. Only intellectual method affords a substi- 
tute for opinion. A general Ic^ic of experience aloue can do 
for social qualities and aims what the natural sdences 
after centuries of struggle are doing for activity in the 
ph3^ical realm. 

This does not mean that systems of philosophy which 
have attempted to state the nature of thought and of real- 
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ity at large, apart from limits of particular situations in I 
the movement of experience, have been worthless — though \ 
it does mean that their industry has been somewhat misap- 
plied. The unfolding of metaphysical theory has made 
laVge contributions to positive evaluations of the typical 
situations and relationships of experience — even when its 
conscious intention has been quite otherwise. Every sys- 
tem of philosophy is itself a mode of reflection; conse- 
quently (if our main contention be true), it too has been 
evoked out of specific social antecedents, and has had its 
use as a response to them. It has effected something in 
modifying the situation within which it found its origin. It 
may not have solved the problem which it consciously put 
itself ; in many cases we may freely admit that the ques- 
tion put has been found afterward to be so wrongly put as 
to be insoluble. Yet exactly the same thing is true, in pre- 
cisely the same sense, in the history of science. For this 
reason, if for no other, it is impossible for the scientific 
man to cast the first stone at the philosopher. 

The progress of science in any branch continually 
brings with it a realization that problems in their previous 
form of statement are insoluble because put in terms erf 
unreal conditions; because the real conditions have been 
mixed up with mental artifacts or misconstructions. Evey 
science is cdntinually learning that its supposed solutions 
are only apparent because the “solution’’ solves, not the 
actual problem, but one which has been made up. But the 
very putting of the question, the very giving of the wrong 
answer, induces modification of existing intellectual habits, 
standpoints, and aims. Wrestling with the problem, there 
is evolution of new technique to control inquiry, there is 
search for new facts, institution of new types of experi- 
mentation; there is gain in the methodic control of experi- 
ence. 



CRITICAL FUNCTION OF PHILOSOPHY 273 

And all this is progress. It is only the worn-out cynic, 
the devitalized sensualist, and the fanatical dogmatist who 
interpret the continuous change of science as proving that, 
since each successive statement is wrong, the whole record 
is error and folly; and that the present truth is only the 
error not yet found out. Such draw the moral of caring 
naught for all these things, or of flying to some external 
authority which will deliver once for all the fixed and un- 
changeable truth. But historic philosophy even in its aber- 
rant forms has proved a factor in the valuation of experi- 
ence; it has brought problems to light, it has provoked in- 
tellectual conflicts without which values are only nominal; 
even through its would-be absolutistic isolations it has se- 
cured recognition of mutual dependencies and reciprocal 
reinforcements. Yet if it can define its work more clearly, 
it can concentrate its energy upon its own characteristic 
problem: the genesis and functioning in experience of va- 
rious typical interests and occupations with reference to 
one another. 

Because intelligence is critical method applied to goods 
of belief, appreciation and conduct, so as to construct freer 
and more secure goods, turning assent and assertion into 
free communication of shareable meanings, turning feeling 
into ordered and liberal sense, turning reaction into re- 
sponse, it is the reasonable object of our deepest faith and 
loyalty, the stay and support of all reasonable hopes. To 
utter such a statement is not to indulge in romantic ideal- 
ization. It is not to assert that intelligence will ever dom- 
inate the course of events; it is not even to imply that it 
will save from ruin and destruction. The issue is one of 
choice, and choice is always a question of alternatives. 

What the method of intelligence, thoughtful valuation 
will accomplish, if once it be tried, is for the result of trial 
to determine. Since it is relative to the intersection in cx- 
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istence of hazard and rule, of contingency and order, faith 
in a wholesale and final triumph is fantastic. But some 
procedure has to be tried; for life is itself a sequence of 
trials. Carelessness and routine, Olympian aloofness, se- 
cluded contemplation are themselves choices. To claim 
that intelligence is a better method than its alternatives, 
authority, imitation, caprice and ignorance, prejudice and 
passion, is hardly an excessive claim. These procedures 
have been tried and have worked their will. The result is 
not such as to make it clear that the method of intelli- 
gence, the use of science in criticizing and recreatmg the 
casual goods of nature into intentional and conclusive 
goods of art, the union of knowledge and values in produc- 
tion, k not worth tr3dng. There may be those to whom it 
is treason to think of philosophy as the critical method of 
developing methods of criticism. But thk conception of 
philosq)hy ako waits to be tried, and the trial which shall 
approve or condemn lies in the eventual issue. The import 
of such knowledge as we have acquired and such e3q)eri- 
ence as has been quickened by thought is to evoke and 
justify the trial. 



CHAPTER TWO 


THE GREAT PHILOSOPHIC SEPARATION 

I • The Quest for Certainty* 

MAN who lives in a world of hazards is compelled to 
seek for security. He has sought to attain it in two ways. 
One of them began with an attempt to propitiate the 
powers which environ him and determine his destiny. It 
expressed itself in supplication, sacrifice, ceremonial rite 
and magical cult. In time these crude methods were 
largely displaced. The sacrifice of a contrite heart was es- 
teemed more pleasing than that of bulls and oxen; the in- 
ner attitude of reverence and devotion more desirable 
than external ceremonies. If man could not conquer des- 
tiny he could willingly ally himself with it; putting his 
will, even in sore affliction, on the side of the powers 
which dispense fortune, he could escape defeat and might 
triumph in the midst of destruction. 

The other course is to invent arts and by their means 
turn the powers of nature to account; man constructs a 
fortress out of the very conditions and forces which 
threaten him. He builds shelters, weaves garments, makes 
flame his friend instead of his enemy, and grows into the 
complicated arts of associated living. This is the method 
of changing the world through action, as the other is the 
method of changing the self in emotion and idea. It is a 
commentary on the slight control man has obtained over 

♦ From The Quest for Certainty, pp. 3*20. 

37S 
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himself by means of control over nature, that the method 
of action has been felt to manifest dangerous pride, even 
defiance of the powers which be. People of old wavered 
between thinking arts to be the gift of the gods and to be 
an invasion of their prerogatives. Both versions testify to 
the sense of something extraordinary in the arts, some- 
thing either superhuman or unnatural. The souls who 
have predicted that by means of the arts man might es- 
tablish a kingdom of order, justice and beauty through 
mastery of nature’s energies and laws have been few and 
little heeded. 

Men have been glad enough to enjoy the fruits of such 
arts as they possess, and in recent centuries have increas- 
ingly devoted themselves to their multiplication. But this 
effort has been conjoined with a profound distrust of the 
arts as a method of dealing with the serious perils of life. 
Doubt as to the truth of this statement will be dispelled if 
one considers the disesteem in which the idea of practice 
has been held. Philosophers have celebrated the method 
of change in personal ideas, and religious teachers that of 
change in the affections of the heart. These conversions 
have been prized on their own account, and only incident- 
ally because of a change in action which would ensue. The 
latter has been esteemed as an evidence of the change ii\f 
thought and sentiment, not as a method of transforming' 
the scene of life. The places in which the use of the arts 
has effected actual objective transformation have been re- 
garded as inferior, if not base, and the activities connected 
with them as menial. The disparagement attending the 
idea of the material has seized upon them. The honorable 
quality associated with the idea of the ^‘spiritual” has 
been reserved for change in inner attitudes. 

The depreciation of action, of doing and making, has 
been cultivated by philosophers. But while philosophers 
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have perpetuated the derogation by formulating and justi- 
fying it, they did not originate it. They glorified their own 
office without doubt in placing theory so much above 
practice. But independently of their attitude, many things 
conspired to the same effect. Work has been onerous, toil- 
some, associated with a primeval curse. It has been done 
under compulsion and the pressure of necessity, while in- 
tellectual activity is associated with leisure. On account of 
the unpleasantness of practical activity, as much of it as 
possible has been put upon slaves and serfs. Thus the so- 
cial dishonor in which this class was held was extended 
to the work they do. There is also the age-long association 
of knowing and thinking with inunaterial and spiritual 
principles, and of the arts, of all practical activity in do- 
ing and making, with matter. For work is done with the 
body, by means of mechanical appliances and is direded 
upon material things. The disrepute which has attended 
the thought of material things in comparison with imma- 
terial thought has been transferred to everything asso- 
ciated with practice. 

One might continue in this strain. The natural history 
of conceptions about work and the arts if it were traced 
through a succession of peoples and cultures would be in- 
structive. But all that is needed for our purpose is to 
raise the question: Why this invidious discrimination? A 
very little reflection shows that the suggestions which 
have been offered by way of explanation themselves need 
to be explained. Ideas derived from social castes and 
emotional revulsions are hardly reasons to be offered in 
justification of a belief, although they may have a bearing 
on its causation. Contempt for matter and bodies and 
glorification of the immaterial are affairs which are not 
self-explanatory. 

The questions suggested have far-reaching issues. What 
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is the cause the import of the sharp division between 
theory and practice? Why should the latter be dises- 
teemed along with matter and the body? What has been 
the effect upon the various modes in which action is mani- 
fested: industry, politics, the fine arts, and upon morals 
conceived of as overt activity having consequences, in- 
stead of as mere inner personal attitude? How has the 
separation of intellect from action affected the theory of 
knowledge? What has been in particular the effect upon 
the conception and course of philosophy? What forces are 
at work to break down the division? What would the ef- 
fect be if the divorce were annulled, and knowing and do- 
ing were brought into intrinsic connection with one an- 
other? What revisions of the traditional theory of mind, 
thought and knowing would be required, and what 
change in the idea of the office of philosophy would be 
demanded? What modifications would ensue in the discip- 
lines which are concerned with the various phases of hu- 
man activity? 

The distinctive characteristic of practical activity, one 
which is so inherent that it cannot be eliminated, is the 
uncertainty which attends it. Of it we are compelled ta 
say: Act, but act at your peril. Judgment and belief re- 
garding actions to he performed can never attain mory 
than a precarious probability. Through thought, however,' 
it has seemed that men might escape from the perils of 
uncertainty. The exaltation of pure intellect and its ac- 
tivity above practical affairs is fundamentally connected 
with the quest for a certainty which shall be absolute and 
unshakeable. 

Practical activity deals with individualized and unique 
situations which are never exactly duplicable and about 
which, accordingly, no complete assurance is possible. All 
activity, moreover, involves change. The intellect, how- 
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ever, according to the traditional doctrine, may grasp uni- 
versal Being, and Being which is universal is fixed and 
immutable. Wherever there is practical activity we human 
beings are involved as partakers in the issue. All the fear, 
disesteem and lack of confidence which gather about the 
thought of ourselves, cluster also about the thought of the 
actions in which we are partners. Man^s distrust of him- 
self has caused him to desire to get beyond and above 
himself ; in pure knowledge he has thought he could attain 
this self-transcendence. 

There is no need to expatiate upon the risk which at- 
tends overt action. The burden of proverbs and wise saws 
is that the best laid plans of men as of mice gang agley. 
Fortune rather than our own intent and act determines 
eventual success and failure. The pathos of unfulfilled ex- 
pectation, the tragedy of defeated purpose and ideals, the 
catastrophes of accident, are the commonplaces of all com- 
ment on the human scene. We survey conditions, make 
the wisest choice we can; we act, and we must trust the 
rest to fate, fortune or providence. Moralists tell us to 
look to the end when we act and then inform us that the 
end is always uncertain. Judging, planning, choice, no 
matter how thoroughly conducted, and action no matter 
how prudently executed, never are the sole determinants 
of any outcome. Alien and indifferent natural forces, un- 
foreseeable conditions enter in and have a decisive voice. 
The more important the issue, the greater is their say as 
to the ulterior event. 

Hence men have longed to find a realm in which there 
is an activity which is not overt and which has no exter- 
nal consequencjes. “Safety first” has played a large r61e in 
effecting a preference for knowing over doing and making. 
With those to whom the process of pure thinking is con- 
genial and who have the leisure and the aptitude to pur- 
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sue their preference, the happiness attending knowing is 
unalloyed ; it is not entangled in the risks which overt ac- 
tion cannot escape. Thought has been alleged to be a 
purely inner activity, intrinsic to mind alone; and accord- 
ing to traditional classic doctrine, “mind^^ is complete 
and self-sufficient in itself. Overt action may follow upon 
its operations but in an external way, a way not intrinsic 
to its completion. Since rational activity is complete with- 
in itself it needs no external manifestation. Failure and 
frustration are attributed to the accidents of an alien, in- 
tractable and inferior realm of existence. The outer lot of 
thought is cast in a world external to it, but one which 
in no way injures the supremacy and completeness of 
thought and knowledge in their intrinsic natures. 

Thus the arts by which man attains such practical se- 
curity as is possible of achievement are looked down upon. 
The security they provide is relative, ever incomplete, at 
the risk of untoward circumstance. The multiplication of 
arts may even be bemoaned as a source of new dangers. 
Each of them demands its own measures of protection. 
Each one in its operation brings with it new and unex- 
pected consequences having perils for which we are not 
prepared. The quest for certainty is a quest for a peace 
which is assured, an object which is unqualified by risk/ 
and the shadow of fear which action casts. For it is not 
uncertainty per se which men dislike, but the fact that 
uncertainty involves us in peril of evils. Uncertainty that 
affected only the detail of consequences to be experienced 
provided they had a warrant of being enjoyable would 
have no sting. It would bring the zest of adventure and 
the spice of variety. Quest for complete certainty can be 
fulfilled in pure knowing alone. Such is the verdict of our 
most enduring philosophic tradition. 

Primitive men had none of the elaborate arts of protec- 
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tion and use which we now enjoy and no confidence in his 
own powers when they were reinforced by appliances of 
art. He lived under conditions in which he was extraordi- 
narily exposed to peril, and at the same time he was with- 
out the means of defense which are today matters of 
course. Most of our simplest tools and utensils did not ex- 
ist; there was no accurate foresight; men faced the forces 
of nature in a state of nakedness which was more than 
physical; save under unusually benign conditions he was 
beset with dangers that knew no remission. In conse- 
quence, mystery attended experiences of good and evil; 
they could not be traced to their natural causes and they 
seemed to be the dispensations, the gifts and the inflic- 
tions, of powers beyond possibility of control. The pre- 
carious crises of birth, puberty, illness, death, war, fam- 
ine, plague, the uncertainties of the hunt, the vicissitudes 
of climate and the great seasonal changes, kept imaginar 
tion occupied with the uncertain. Any scene or object that 
was implicated in any conspicuous tragedy or triumph, in 
no matter how accidental a way, got a peculiar signifi- 
cance. It was seized upon as a harbinger of good or as an 
omen of evil. Accordingly, some things were cherished as 
means of encompassing safety just as a good artisan to- 
day looks after his tools; others were feared and shunned 
because of their potencies for harm. 

As a drowning man is said to grasp at a straw, so men 
who lacked the instruments and skills developed in later 
days, snatched at whatever, by any stretch of imagination, 
could be regarded as a source of help in time of trouble. 
The attention, interest and care which now go to acquiring 
skill in the use of appliances and to the invention of 
means for better service of ends, were devoted to noting 
omens, making irrelevant prognostications, performing 
ritualistic ceremonies and manipulating objects possessed 
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of magical power over natural events. In such an atmos- 
phere primitive religion was born and fostered. Rather 
this atmosphere was the religious disposition. 

Search for alliance with means which might promote 
prosperity and which would afford defense against hostile 
powers was constant. While this attitude was most marked 
in connection with the recurrent crises of life, yet the 
boundary line between these crucial affairs with their ex- 
traordinary risks and everyday acts was shadowy. The 
acts that related to commonplace things and everyday oc- 
cupations were usually accompanied, for good measure of 
security, by ritual acts. The making of a weapon, the 
molding of a bowl, the weaving of a mat, the sowing of 
seed, the reaping of a harvest, required acts different in 
kind from the technical skills employed. These other acts 
had a special solemnity and were thought necessary in 
order to ensure the success of the practical operations 
used. 

While it is difficult to avoid the use of the word super- 
natural, we must avoid the meaning the word has for us. 
As long as there was no defined area of the natural, that 
which is over and beyond the natural can have no signifi- 
cance. The distinction, as anthropological students have 
pointed out, was between ordinary and extraordinary; ||p- 
tween the prosaic, usual run of events and the crucial in- 
cident or irruption which determined the direction which 
the average and expected course of events took. But the 
two realms were in no way sharply demarcated from each 
Other. There was a no-tnan’s land, a vague territory, in 
which they overlapped. At any moment the extraordinary 
might invade the commonplace and either wreck it or 
clothe it with some surprising glory. The use of ordin^ 
things under critical conditions was fraught with inexplic- 
able potentialities of good and evil. 
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The two dominant conceptions, cultural categories one 
might call them, which grew and flourished under such 
circumstances were those of the holy and the fortunate, 
with their opposites, the profane and the unlucky. As with 
the idea of the supernatural, meanings are not to be as- 
signed on the basis of present usage. Everything which was 
charged with some extraordinary potency for benefit or in- 
jury was holy; holiness meant necessity for being ap- 
proached with ceremonial scruples. The holy thing, 
whether place, object, person or ritual appliance, has its 
sinister face; “to be handled with care’^ is written upon it. 
From it there issues the command: Noli me tangere. 
Tabus, a whole set of prohibitions and injunctions, gather 
about it. It is capable of transmitting its mysterious po* 
tency to other things. To secure the favor of the holy is 
to be on the road to success, while any conspicuous suc- 
cess is proof of the favor of some overshadowing power — a 
fact which politicians of all ages have known how to util- 
ize. Because of its surcharge of power, ambivalent in qual- 
ity, the holy has to be approached not only with scruples 
but in an attitude of subjection. There are rites of purifi- 
cation, humiliation, fasting and prayer which are precon- 
ditions of securing its favor. 

The holy is the bearer of blessing or fortune. But a dif- 
ference early developed between the ideas of the holy and 
the lucky, because of the different dispositions in which 
each was to be approached. A lucky object is something to 
be used. It is to be manipulated rather than approached 
with awe. It calls for incantations, spells, divinations 
rather than for supplication and humiliation. Moreover, 
the lucky thing tends to be a concrete and tangible ab- 
ject, while the holy one is not usually definitely localized; 
it is the more potent in the deg^ree in which its habitation 
and fomi are vague. The lucky object is subject to 
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sure, at a pinch to coercion, to scolding and punishment. 
It might be discarded if it failed to bring luck. There de- 
veloped a certain element of mastery in its use, in distinc- 
tion from the dependence and subjection which remained 
the proper attitude toward the holy. Thus there was a 
kind of rhythm of domination and submission, of impre- 
cation and supplication, of utilization and communion. 

Such statements give, of course, a one-sided picture. 
Men at all times have gone about many things in a mat- 
ter-of-fact way and have had their daily enjoyments. Even 
in the ceremonies of which we have spoken there entered 
the ordinary love of the dramatic as well as the desire for 
repetition, once routine is established. Primitive man 
early developed some tools and some modes of skill. With 
them went prosaic knowledge of the properties of ordinary 
things. But these beliefs were surrounded by others of an 
imaginative and emotional type, and were more or less 
submerged in the latter. Moreover, prestige attached to the 
latter. Just because some beliefs were matter-of-fact they 
did not have the weight and authority that belong to 
those about the extraordinary and unaccountable. We find 
the same phenomenon repeated today wherever religious 
beliefs have marked vitality. ' ^ 

Prosaic beliefs about verifiable facts, beliefs backed up 
by evidence of the senses and by useful fruits, had little 
glamour and prestige compared with the vogue of objects 
of rite and ceremony. Hence the things forming their sub- 
ject-matter were felt to be lower in rank. Familiarity 
breeds a sense of equality if not of contempt. We deem 
ourselves on a par with things we daily administer. It is a 
truism to say that objects regarded with awe have per- 
force a superior status. Herein is the source of the funda- 
mental dualism of human attention and regard. The dis- 
tinction between the two attitudes of everyday control and 
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dependence on something superior was finally generalized 
intellectually. It took effect in the conception of two dis- 
tinct realms. The inferior was that in which man could 
foresee and in which he had instruments and arts by which 
he might expect a reasonable degree of control. The 
superior was that of occurrences so uncontrollable that 
they testified to the presence and operation of powers be- 
yond the scope of everyday and mundane things. 

The philosophical tradition regarding knowledge and 
practice, the immaterial or spiritual and the material, was 
not original arid primitive. It had for its background the 
state of culture which has been sketched. It developed in 
a social atmosphere in which the division of the ordinary 
and extraordinary was domesticated. Philosophy reflected 
upon it and gave it a rational formulation and justifica- 
tion. The bodies of information that corresponded to the 
everyday arts, the store of matter-of-fact knowledge, were 
things men knew because of what they did. They were 
products and promises of utilities. They shared in the rel- 
atively low esteem belonging to such things in comparison 
with the extraordinary and divine, il^hilosophy inherited 
the realm with which religion had been concerned. Its 
mode of knowing was different from that accompan3dng 
the empirical arts, just because it dealt with a realm of 
higher Being. It breathed an air purer than that in which 
exist the making and doing that relate to livelihood, just 
as the activities which took the form of rites and ceremo- 
nies were nobler and nearer the divine than those spent in 
toil. 

The change from religion to philosophy was so great in 
form that their identity as to content is easily lost from 
view. The form ceases to be that of the story told in im- 
aginative and emotional style, and becomes that of ra- 
tional discourse observing the canons of logic. It is well 
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known that that portion of Aristotle’s system which later 
generations have called metaphysics he called First Phi- 
losophy. It is possible to quote from him sentences des- 
criptive of First Philosophy which make it seem that 
the philosophic enterprise is a coldly rational one, objec- 
tive and analytic. Thus he says it is the most comprehen- 
sive of all branches of knowledge because it has for its 
subject-matter definition of the traits which belong to all 
forms of Being whatsoever, however much they may differ 
from one another in detail. 

But when these passages are placed in the context they 
had in Aristotle’s own mind, it is clear that the compre- 
hensiveness and universality of ^Tirst” Philosophy are not 
of a strictly analytic sort. They mark a distinction with re- 
spect to grade of value and title to reverence. For he'^ex- 
plicitly identifies his ‘Tirst” Philosophy— or metaphysics 
— with theology; he says it is higher than other sciences. 
For these deal with generation and production, while its 
subject-matter permits of demonstrative, that is necessary, 
truth; ^d its objects are divine and such as are meet for 
God to occupy himself with. Again, he says that the ob- 
jects of philosophy are such as are the causes of as much 
of the divine as is manifest to us, and that if the divine 
is an5rwhere present, it is present in things of the sort^ 
with which philosophy deals. The supremacy of worth' 
and dignity of these objects are also made clear in the 
statement that the Being with which philosophy is occu- 
pied is primary, eternal ,and self-sufficient, because its na^^ 
ture is the Good, so that the Good is among the first prin- 
ciples which are philosophy’s subject-matter: — ^yet not, it 
must be understood, the good in the sense in which it has 
meaning and standing in human life but the inherently 
and eternally perfect, that which (is complete and ^elf- 
sufficient. 
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Aristotle tells us that from remote antiquity tradition 
has handed down the idea, in story form, that the heav- 
enly bodies are gods, and that the divine encompasses the 
entire natural world. This core of truth, he goes on to say 
in effect, was embroidered with myths for the benefit of 
the masses, for reasons of expediency, namely, the preser- 
vation of social institutions. The negative work of philos- 
ophy was then to strip away these imaginative accretions. 
From the standpoint of popular belief this was its chief 
work, and it was a destructive one. The masses only felt 
that their religion was attacked. But the enduring contri- 
bution was positive. The belief that the divine encom- 
passes the world was detached from its mythical context 
and made the basis of philosophy, and it became also the 
foundation of physical science — as is suggested by the re- 
mark that the heavenly bodies are gods. Telling the story 
of the universe in the form of rational discourse instead of 
emotionalized imagination signified to discovery of logic 
as a rational science. Conformity on the part of supreme 
reality to the requirements of logic conferred upon’ its 
constitutive objects necessary and immutable characteris- 
tics. Pure contemplation of these forms was man’s highest 
and most divine bliss, a communion with unchangeable 
truth. 

If one looks at the foundations of the philosophies of 
Plato and Aristotle as an anthropologist looks at his ma- 
terial, that is, as cultural subject-matter, it is clear that 
these philosophies were systematizations in rational form 
of the content of Greek religious and artistic beliefs. The 
systematization involved a purification. Logic provided the 
patterns to which ultimately real objects had to conform, 
while physical science was posdble in the degree in which 
the natural world, even in its mutabilities, exhibited ex- 
emplification of ultimate immutable rational objects. Thus, 
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along with the elimination of m)rths and grosser supersti- 
tions, there were set up the ideals of science and of a life 
of reason. Ends which could justify themselves to reason 
were to take the place of custom as the guide of conduct. 
These two ideals form a permanent contribution to west- 
ern civilization. 

But with all our gratitude for these enduring gifts, we 
cannot forget the conditions which attended them. For 
they brought with them the idea of a higher realm of fixed 
reality of which alone true science is possible and of an 
inferior world of changing things with which experience 
and practical matters are concerned. They glorified the 
invariant at the expense of change, it being evident that 
all practical activity falls within the realm of change. It 
bequeathed the notion, which has ruled philosophy ever 
since the time of the Greeks, that the office of knowledge 
is to uncover the antecedently real, rather than, as is the 
case with our practical judgments, to gain the kind of un- 
derstanding which is necessary to deal with problems as 
they arise. 

In fixing this conception of knowledge it established 
also, as far as philosophies of the classic type are con- 
cerned, the special task of philosophic inquiry. As a form 
of knowledge it is concerned with the disclosure of the^ 
Real in itself, of Being in and of itself. It is differentiated 
from other modes of knowing by its preoccupation with a 
higher and more ultimate form of Being than that with 
which the sciences of nature are concerned. As far as it 
occupied itself at all with human conduct, it was to su- 
perimpose upon acts ends said to flow from, the nature of 
reasoh. It thus diverted thought from inquiring into the 
purposes which experience of actual conditions suggests 
and from concrete means of their actualization. It trans^ 
lated into a rational form the doctrine of escape from the 
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vicissitudes of existence by means of measures which do 
not demand an active coping with conditions. For deliver- 
ance by means of rites and cults, it substituted deliver- 
ance through reason. This deliverance was an intellectual, 
a theoretical affair, constituted by a knowledge to be at- 
tained apart from practical activity. 

The realms of knowledge and action were each divided 
into two regions. It is not to be inferred that Greek phi- 
losophy separated activity from knowing. It connected 
them. But it distinguished activity from action — that is, 
from making and doing. Rational and necessary knowledge 
was treated, as in the celebrations of it by Aristotle, as an 
ultimate, self-sufficient and self-enclosed form of self- 
originated and self-conducted activity. It was ideal and 
eternal, independent of change and hence of the world in 
which men act and live, the world we experience percep- 
tibly and practically. “Pure activity” was sharply marked 
off from practical action. The latter, whether in the indus- 
trial or the fine arts, in morals or in politics, was con- 
cerned with an inferior region of Being in which change 
rules, and which accordingly has Being only by courtesy, 
for it manifests deficiency of sure footing in Being by the 
very fact of change. It is infected with «o»-being. 

On the side of knowledge, the division carried with it a 
difference between knowledge, in its full sense, and belief. 
The former is demonstrative, necessary — that is, sure. Be- 
lief on the contrary is only opinion; in its uncertainty and 
mere probability, it relates to the world of change as 
knowledge corresponds to the realm of true reality. That 
man has two modes, two dimensions, of belief, cannot be 
doubted. He has beliefs about actual existences and the 
course of events, and he has beliefs about ends to be 
striven for, policies to be adopted, goods to be attained 
and evils to be averted. The most urgent of all practical ^ 
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problems concerns the connection the subject-matter of 
these two kinds of beliefs sustain to each other. How shall 
our most authentic and dependable cognitive beliefs be 
used to regulate our practical beliefs? How shall the latter 
serve to organize and integrate our intellectual beliefs? 

There is a genuine possibility that the true problem of 
philosophy is connected with precisely this type of ques- 
tion. Man has beliefs which scientific inquiry vouchsafes, 
beliefs about the actual structure and processes of things; 
and he also has beliefs about the values which should reg- 
ulate his conduct. The question of how these two ways of 
believing may most effectively and fruitfully interact with 
one another is the most general and significant of all the 
problems which life presents to us. Some reasoned disci- 
pline, one obviously other than any science, should deal 
with this issue. Thus there is supplied one way of con- 
ceiving of the function of philosophy. But from this mode 
of defining philosophy we are estopped by the chief phil- 
osophical tradition. For according to it the realms of 
knowledge and of practical action have no inherent con- 
nection m\h each other. 

Thus the depreciation of practice was given a philo- 
sophic, an ontological, justification. Practical action, a^ 
distinct from self-revolving rational self-activity, belongs 
in the realm of generation and decay, a realm inferior in 
value as in ^eing. In form, the quest for absolute cer- 
tainty has reached its goal. Because ultimate Being or 
reality is fixed, permanent, admitting of no change or 
variation, it may be grasped by rational intuition 'and set 
forth in rational, that is, universal and necessary, demon- 
stration. I do not doubt that there was a feeling before the 
rise of philosophy that the unalterably fixed and the ab- 
solutely certain are one, or that change is the source from 
which conies all our uncertainties and woes. But in phi- 
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losophy this inchoate feeling was definitely formulated. It 
was asserted on grounds held to be as demonstrably neces- 
sary as are the conclusions of geometry and logic. Thus 
the predisposition of philosophy toward the universal, in- 
variant and eternal was fixed. It remains the common pos- 
session of the entire classic philosophic tradition. 

II • The Historic Mission of Philosophy* 

Greek thinkers saw clearly — and logically — that experi- 
ence cannot furnish us, as respects cognition of existence, 
with anything more than contingent probability. Experi- 
ence cannot deliver to us necessary truths; truths com- 
pletely demonstrated by reason. Its conclusions are par- 
ticular, not universal. Not being ^‘exact’^ they come short 
of ‘‘science.” Thus there arose the distinction between ra- 
tional truths or, in modern terminology, truths relating to 
the relation of ideas, and “truths” about matters of exist- 
ence, empirically ascertained. Thus not merely the arts of 
practice, industrial and social, were stamped matters of 
belief rather than of knowledge, but also all those sciences 
which are matters of inductive inference from observation. 

One might indulge in the reflection that they are none 
the worse for all that, especially since the natural sciences 
have developed a technique for achieving a high degree of 
probability and for measuring, within assignable limits, the 
amount of probability which attaches in particular cases 
to conclusions. But historically the matter is not so simple 
as to permit of this retort. For empirical or observational 
sciences were placed in invidious contrast to rational sci- 
ences which dealt with eternal and universal objects and 
which therefore were possessed of necessary truth. Conse- 
quently all observational sciences as far as their material 
could not be subsumed under forms and principles sup- 

♦ From The Quest for Certainty, pp. 26-36, 67-69, 



292 GREAT PHILOSOPHIC SEPARATION 


plied by rational science shared in the depreciatory view 
held about practical affairs. They are relatively low, sec- 
ular and profane compared with the perfect realities of 
rational science. 

And here is a justification for going back to something 
as remote in time as Greek philosophy. The whole classic 
tradition down to our day has continued to hold a slight- 
ing view of experience as such, and to hold up as the 
proper goal and ideal of true knowledge realities which 
even if they are located in empirical things cannot be 
known by experimental methods. The logical consequence 
for philosophy itself is evident. Upon the side of method, 
it has been compelled to claim for itself the possession of 
a method issuing from reason itself, and having the war- 
rant of reason, independently of experience. As long as the 
view obtained that nature itself is truly known by the 
same rational method, the consequences — at least those 
which were evident — ^were not serious. There was no 
break between philosophy and genuine science — or what 
was conceived to be such. In fact, there was not even a 
distinction; there were simply various branches of philos- 
ophy, metaphysical, logical, natural, moral, etc., in a de- 
scending scale of demonstrative certainty. Since, according 
to the theory, the subject-matter of the lower sciences wsS 
inherently of a different character from that of true 
knowledge, there was no ground for rational dissatisfac- 
tion with the lower degree of knowledge called belief. In- 
ferior knowledge or belief corresponded to the inferior 
state of subject-matter. 

The scientific revolution of the seventeenth century ef- 
fected a great modification. Science itself through the aid 
of mathematics carried the scheme of demonstrative 
knowledge over to natural objects. The “laws” of the nat- 
ural world had that fixed character which in the older 
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scheme had belonged only to rational and ideal forms. A 
mathematical science of nature couched in mechanistic 
terms claimed to be the only sound natural philosophy. 
Hence the older philosophies lost alliance with natural 
knowledge and the support that had been given to philos- 
ophy by them. Philosophy in maintaining its claim to be 
a superior form of knowledge was compelled to take an 
invidious and so to say malicious attitude toward the con- 
clusions of natural science. The framework of the old tra- 
dition had in the meantime become embedded in Chris- 
tian theology, and through religious teaching was made a 
part of the inherited culture of those innocent of any 
technical philosophy. Consequently, the rivalry between 
philosophy and the new science, with respect to the claim 
to know reality, was converted in effect into a rivalry be- 
tween the spiritual values guaranteed by the older phil- 
osophic tradition and the conclusions of natural knowl: 
edge. The more science advanced the more it seemed to 
encroach upon the special province of the territory over 
which philosophy had claimed jurisdiction. Thus philos- 
ophy in its classic form became a species of apologetic 
justification for belief in an ultimate reality in which the 
values which should regulate life and control conduct are 
securely enstated. 

There are undoubted disadvantages in the historic man- 
ner of approach to the problem which has been followed. 
It may readily be thought either that the Greek formula- 
tion which has been emphasized has no especial perti- 
nency with respect to modern thought and especially to 
contemporary philosophy; or that no philosophical state- 
ment is of any great importance for the mass of non-phil- 
osophic persons. Those interested in philosophy may ob- 
ject that the c^ticisms passed are directed if not at a man 
of straw at least to positions that have long since lost 
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their actuality. Those not friendly to any form of philos* 
ophy may inquire what import they have for any except 
professed philosophers. 

At the point in the discussion now reached, it suffices to 
point out that, in spite of great changes in detail, the no- 
tion of a separation between knowledge and action, theory 
and practice, has been perpetuated, and that the beliefs 
connected with action are taken to be uncertain and in- 
ferior in value compared with those inherently connected 
with objects of knowledge, so that the former are securely 
established only as they derived from the latter. Not the 
specific content of Greek thought is pertinent to present 
problems, but its insistence that security is measured by 
certainty of knowledge, while the latter is measured by 
adhesion to fixed and immutable objects, which therefore 
are independent of what men do in practical activity. 

The other objection is of a different sort. It comes from 
those who feel that not merely Greek philosophy but phi- 
losophy in any form is remote from all significant human 
concern. It is willing to admit or rather assert that it is 
presumptuous for philosophy to lay claim to knowledge of 
a higher order than that given by natural science, but it 
also holds that this is no great matter in any case excep|r 
for professional philosophers. 

There would be force in this latter objection were it not 
that those who make it hold for the most part the same 
philosophy of certainty and its proper object that is held 
by philosophers, save in an inchoate form. They are not 
interested in the notion that philosophic thought is a spe- 
cial means of attaining this object and the certainty it af-*- 
fords, but they are far from holding, either explicitly or 
implicitly, that the arts of intelligently directed action are 
the means by which security of values is to be attained. 
With respect to certain ends and goods they accept this 



HISTOEIX: MISSION OT PHILOSOPHY 295 


idea. But in thinking of these ends and values as mate- 
rial, as related to health, wealth, control of conditions for 
the sake of an inferior order of consequences, they retain 
the same division between a higher reality and a lower 
that is formulated in classic philosophy. They may be in- 
nocent of the vocabulary that speaks of reason, necessary 
truth, the universal, things in themselves and appearances. 
But they incline to believe that there is some other road 
than that of action, directed by knowledge, to achieve ul- 
timate security of higher ideals and purposes. They think 
of practical action as necessary for practical utilities, but 
they mark off practical utilities from spiritual and ideal 
values. Philosophy did not originate the underlying divi- 
sion. It only gave intellectual formulation and justification 
to ideas that were operative in men’s minds generally. 
And the elements of these ideas are as active in present 
culture as they ever were in the past. Indeed, through the 
diffusion of religious doctrines, the idea that ultimate val- 
ues are a matter of special revelation and are to be em- 
bodied in life by special means radically different from 
the arts of action that deal with lower and lesser ends has 
been accentuated in the popular mind. 

Here is the point which is of general human import in- 
stead of concern merely to professional philosophers. 
What about the security of values, of the things which are 
admirable, honorable, to be approved of and striven for? 
It is probably in consequence of the derogatory view held 
of practice that the question of the secure place of values 
in human experience is so seldom raised in connection 
with the problem of the relation of knowledge and prac- 
tice. But upon any view concerning the status of action^ 
the scope of the latter cannot be restricted to self-seeking 
acts^ nor to those of a prudential aspect, nor in general to 
things of expediency and what are often termed ^'utilita- 
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rian” affairs. The maintenance and diffusion of intellec- 
tual values, of moral excellencies, the esthetically admir- 
able, as well as the maintenance of order and decorum in 
human relations are dependent upon what men do. 

Whether because of the emphasis of traditional religion 
upon salvation of the personal soul or for some other rea- 
son, there is a tendency to restrict the ultimate scope of 
morals to the reflex effect of conduct on one’s self. Even 
utilitarianism, with all its seeming independence of tradi- 
tional theology and its emphasis upon the general good as 
the criterion for judging conduct, insisted in its hedonistic 
psychology upon private pleasure as the motive for action. 
The idea that the stable and expanding institution of all 
things that make life worth while throughout all human 
relationships is the real object of all intelligent conduct is 
depressed from view by the current conception of morals 
as a special kind of action chiefly concerned with either 
the virtues or the enjoyments of individuals in their per- 
sonal capacities. In changed form, we still retain the no- 
tion of a division of activity into two kinds having very 
different worths. The result is the depreciated meaning 
that has come to be attached to the very meaning of the 
“practical” and the useful. Instead of being extended if 
cover all forms of action by means of which all the valued 
of life are extended and rendered more secure, including 
the diffusion of the fine arts and the cultivation of taste, 
the processes of education and all activities which are 
concerned with rendering human relationships more sig- 
nificant and worthy, the meaning of “practical” is limited 
to matters of ease, comfort, riches, bodily security and po- 
lice order, possibly health, etc., things which in their isola- 
tion from other goods can only lay claim to restricted and 
narrow value. In consequence, these subjects are handed 
over to technical sciences and arts; they are no concern 
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of “higher’^ interests which feel that no matter what hap- 
pens to inferior goods in the vicissitudes of natural exist- 
ence, the highest values are immutable characters of the 
ultimately real. 

Our depreciatory attitude toward “practice"’ would be 
modified if we habitually thought of it in its most liberal 
sense, and if we surrendered our customary dualism be- 
tween two separate kinds of value, one intrinsically higher 
and one inherently lower. We should regard practice as 
the only means (other than accident) by which whatever 
is judged to be honorable, admirable, approvable can be 
kept in concrete experienceable existence. In this connec- 
tion the entire import of “morals” would be transformed. 
How much of the tendency to ignore permanent objective 
consequences in differences made in natural and social re- 
lations; and how much of the emphasis upon personal and 
internal motives and dispositions irrespective of what 
they objectively produce and sustain are products of the 
habitual depreciation of the worth of action in comparison 
with forms of mental processes, of thought and sentiment, 
which make no objective difference in things themselves? 

It would be possible to argue (and, I think, with much 
justice) that failure to make action central in the search 
for such security as is humanly possible is a survival of 
the impotency of man in those stages of civilization when 
he had few means of regulating and utilizing the condi- 
tions upon which the occurrence of consequences depends. 
As long as man was unable by means of the arts of prac- 
tice to direct the course of events, it was natural for him 
to seek an emotional substitute; in the absence of actual 
certainty in the midst of a precarious and hazardous world, 
men cultivated all sorts of things that would give them the 
feeling of certainty. And it is possible that, when not 
carried to an illusory point, the cultivation of the feel- 
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ing gave man courage and confidence and enabled him tp 
carry the burdens of life more successfully. But one could 
hardly seriously contend that this fact, if it be such, is one 
upon which to found a reasoned philosophy. 

It is to the conception of philosophy that we come 
back. No mode of action can, as we have insisted, give 
anything approaching absolute certitude; it provides in- 
surance but no assurance. Doing is always subject to peril, 
to the danger of frustration. When men began to reflect 
philosophically it seemed to them altogether too risky to 
leave the place of values at the mercy of acts the results 
of which are never sure. This precariousness might hold 
as far as empirical existence, existence in the sensible and 
phenomenal world, is concerned; but this very uncertainty 
seemed to render it the more needful that ideal goods 
should be shown to have, by means of knowledge of the 
most assured type, an indefeasible and inexpugnable posi- 
tion in the realm of the ultimately real. So at least we may 
imagine men to have reasoned. And today many persons 
find a peculiar consolation ip the face of the unstable and 
dubious presence of values in actual experience by pro- 
jecting a perfect form of good into a realm of essence, if 
not into a heaven beyond the earthly skies, wherein their 
authority, if not their existence, is wholly unshakeable.^ 

Instead of asking how far this process is of that com- 
pensatory kind with which recent psychology has made us 
familiar, we are inquiring into the effect upon philosophy. 
It will not be denied, I suppose, that the chief aim of 
those philosophies which I have called classical, has been 
to show that the realities which are the objects of the 
highest and most necessary knowledge are also endowed 
with the values which correspond to our best aspirations, 
admirations and approvals. That, one may say, is the very 
heart of all traditional philosophic idealisms. There is a 
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pathos, having its own nobility, in philosophies which 
think it their proper office to give an intellectual or cogni- 
tive certification to the ontological reality of the highest 
values. It is difficult for men to see desire and choice set 
earnestly upon the good and yet being frustrated, without 
their imagining a realm in which the good has come com- 
pletely to its own, and is identified with a Reality in 
which resides all ultimate power. The failure and frustra- 
tion of actual life are then attributed to the fact that this 
world is finite and phenomenal, sensible rather than real, 
or to the weakness of our finite apprehension, which can- 
not see that the discrepancy between existence and value 
is merely seeming, and that a fuller vision would behold 
partial evil an element in complete good. Thus the office 
of philosophy is to project by dialectic, resting supposedly 
upon self-evident premises, a realm in which the object of 
completest cognitive certitude is also one with the object 
of the heart’s best aspiration. The fusion of the good and 
the true with unity and plenitude of Being thus becomes 
the goal of classic philosophy. 

The situation would strike us as a curious one were it 
not so familiar. Practical activity is dismissed to a world 
of low-grade reality. Desire is found only where some- 
thing is lacking and hence its existence is a sign of imper- 
fection of Being. Hence one must go to passionless reason 
to find perfect reality and complete certitude. But never- 
theless the chief philosophic interest is to prove that the 
essential properties of the reality that is the .object of 
pure knowledge are precisely those characteristics which 
have meaning in connection with affection, desire and 
choice. After degrading practical affairs in order to exalt 
knowledge, the chief task of knowledge turns out to be to 
demonstrate the absolutely assured and permanent reality 
of the values with which practical activity is concerned I 
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Can we fail to see the irony in a situation wherein desire 
and emotion are relegated to a position inferior in every 
way to that of knowledge, while at the same time the 
chief problem of that which is termed the highest and 
most perfect knowledge is taken to be the existence of 
evil — that is, of desires errant and frustrated? 

The contradiction involved, however, is much more than 
a purely intellectual one — ^which if purely theoretical 
would be innocuously lacking in practical consequences. 
The thing which concerns all of us as human beings is 
precisely the greatest attainable security of values in con- 
crete existence. The thought that the values which are un- 
stable and wavering in the world in which we live are 
eternally secure in a higher realm (which reason demon- 
strates but which we cannot experience), that all the 
goods which are defeated here are triumphant there, may 
give consolation to the depressed. But it does not change 
the existential situation in the least. The separation that 
has been instituted between theory and practice, with its 
consequent substitution of cognitive quest for absolute as- 
surance for practical endeavor to make the existence of 
good more secure in experience, has had the effect of dis- 
tracting attention and diverting energy from a task whose 
performance would yield definite results. 

The chief consideration in achieving concrete security 
of values lies in the perfecting of methods of action. More 
activity, blind striving, gets nothing forward. Regulation 
of conditions upon which results depend is possible only 
by doing, yet only by doing which has intelligent direc- 
tion, which takes cognizance of conditions, observes rela- 
tions of sequence, and which plans and executes in the 
light of this knowledge. The notion that thought, apart 
from action, can warrant complete certitude as to the sta- 
tus of supreme good, makes no contribution to the central 
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problem of development of intelligent methods of regula- 
tion. It rather depresses and deadens effort in that direc- 
tion. That is the chief indictment to be brought against 
the classic philosophic tradition.. Its import raises the 
question of the relation which action sustains to knowl- 
edge in fact, and whether the quest for certainty by other 
means than those of intelligent action does not mark a 
baneful diversion of thought from its proper office. It 
raises the question whether mankind has not now achieved 
a sufficient degree of control of methods of knowing and 
of the arts of practical action so that a radical change in 
our conceptions of knowledge and practice is rendered 
.both possible and necessary. 

There is a fatal ambiguity in the conception of philos- 
ophy as a purely theoretical or intellectual subject. The 
ambiguity lies in the fact that the conception is used to 
cover both the attitude of the inquirer, the thinker, and 
the character of the subject-matter dealt with. The engi- 
neer, the physician, the moralist deal with a subject-mat- 
ter which is practic^ ; one, that is, which concerns things 
to be done and the way of doing them. But as far as per- 
sonal disposition and purpose is concerned, their inquiries 
are intellectual and cognitive. These men set out to find 
out certain things; in order to find them out, there has to 
be a purgation of personal desire and preference, and a 
willingness to subordinate them to the lead of the subject- 
matter inquired into. The mind must be purified as far as 
is humanly possible of bias and of that favoritism for one 
kind of conclusion rather than another which distorts ob- 
servation and introduces an extraneous factor into reflec- 
tion. 

Except, then, on the premise that the subject-matter of 
philosophy is fixed properties of antecedent Being, the 
fact that it is an intellectual pursuit signifies nothing be- 
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yond the fact that those who engage in it should respect 
the canons of fairness, impartiality, of internal consistency 
and external evidence. It carries no implication with it — 
except on the basis of a prior assumption — save that of in- 
tellectual honesty. Only upon the obverse of the adage 
that whoso drives fat oxen must himself be fat, can it be 
urged that logical austerity of personal attitude and pro- 
cedure demands that the subject-matter dealt with must 
be made lean by stripping it of all that is human concern. 
To say that the object of philosophy is truth is to make a 
moral statement which applies to every inquiry. It implies 
nothing as to the kind of truth which is to be ascertained, 
whether it be of a purely theoretical nature, of a practical 
character, or whether it concerns the bearing of one upon 
the other. To assert that contemplation of truth for its 
own sake is the highest ideal is to make a judgment con- 
cerning authoritative value. To employ this judgment as a 
means of determining the office of philosophy is to violate 
the canon that inquiry should follow the lead of subject- 
matter. 

It is fair, then, to conclude that the question of the 
relations of theory and practice to each other, and of phi- 
losophy to both of them, has often been compromised by 
failure to maintain the distinction between the theoretical 
interest which is another name for intellectual candor 
and the theoretical interest Vhich defines the nature of 
subject-matter. Over and above this fact, there is -reason 
to suppose that much of the impatience with the suggestion 
of the practical in connection with philosophy is due to 
the habit of associating “practical” with affairs of narrow 
personal concern. The significance of the idea cannot be 
thus sheared down without an elimination of intellectual 
regard for the values which are to have authority over our 
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desires and purposes and thus over our entire conduct. It 
would seem as if only the cynical sceptic would willingly 
take such a stand. 




CHAPTER THREE 


PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE 

I - The Modern Crisis* 

IT is more or less of a commonplace to speak of the 
crisis which has been caused by the progress of the nat- 
ural sciences in the past few centuries. The crisis is due, it 
is asserted, to the incompatibility between the conclusions 
of natural science about the world in which we live and 
the realm of higher values, of ideal and spiritual qualities, 
which get no support from natural science. The new sci- 
ence, it is said, has stripped the world of the qualities 
which made it beautiful and congenial to men; has de- 
prived nature of all aspiration toward ends, all prefer- 
ence for accomplishing the good, and presented nature to 
us as a scene of indifferent physical particles acting ac- 
cording to mathematical and mechanical laws. 

This effect of modern science has, it is notorious, set 
the main problems for modern philosophy. How is science 
to be accepted and yet the realm of values to be con^ 
served? This question forms the philosophic version ot 
the popular conflict of science and religion. Instead of be- 
ing troubled about the inconsistency of astronpmy with 
the older religious beliefs about heaven and the ascension 
of Christ, or the differences between the geological record 
and the account of creation in Genesis, philosophers have 
been troubled by the gap in kind which exists between the 

* From The Quest for Certainly, pp. 40-46. 
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fundamental principles of the natural world and the real- 
ity of the values according to which mankind is to regu- 
late its life. 

Philosophers, therefore, set to work to mediate, to find 
some harmony behind the apparent discord. Everybody 
knows that the trend of modern philosophy has been to 
arrive at theories regarding the nature of the universe by 
means of theories regarding the nature of knowledge — a 
procedure which reverses the apparently more judicious 
method of the ancients in basing their conclusions about 
knowledge on the nature of the universe in which knowl- 
edge occurs. The “crisis” of which we have just been 
speaking accounts for the reversal. 

Since science has made the trouble, the cure ought to 
be found in an examination of the nature of knowledge, of 
the conditions which make science possible. If the condi- 
tions of the possibility of knowledge can be shown to be 
of an ideal and rational character, then, so it has been 
thought, the loss of an idealistic cosmology in physics can 
be readily borne. The physical world can be surrendered 
to matter and mechanism, since we are assured that mat- 
ter and mechanism have their foundation in immaterial 
mind. Such has been the characteristic course of modem 
^iritualistic philosophies since the time of Kant; indeed, 
since that of Descartes, who first felt the poignancy of the 
problem involved in reconciling the conclusions of science 
with traditional religious and moral beliefs. 

It would presumably be taken as a sign of extreme na- 
ivete, if not of callous insensitivmess, if one were to ask 
why all this ardor to reconcile the findings of natural sci- 
ence with the validity of values? Why should any increase 
of knowledge seem like a threat to what we prize, admire 
and approve? Why should we not proceed to employ our 
gains in science to improve our judgments about values, 
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and to regulate our actions sq as to make values more se- 
cure and more widely shared in existence? 

I am willing to run the risk of charge of naivete for the 
sake of making manifest the difference upon which we 
have been dwelling. If men had associated their ideas 
about values with practical activity instead of with cogni- 
tion of antecedent Being, they would not have been 
troubled by the findings of science. They would have wel- 
comed the latter. For anything ascertained about the 
structure of actually existing conditions would be a defi- 
nite aid in making judgments about things to be prized 
and striven for more adequate, and would instruct us as 
to the means to be employed in realizing them. But ac- 
cording to the religious and philosophic tradition of Eu- 
rope, the valid status of all the highest values, the good, 
true and beautiful, was bound up with their being proper- 
ties of ultimate and supreme Being, namely, God. All 
went well as long as what passed for natural science gave 
no offence to this conception. Trouble began when science 
ceased to disclose in the objects of knowledge the posses- 
sion of any such properties. Then some roundabout 
method had to be devised for substantiating them. 

The point of the seemingly crass question which was 
asked is thus to elicit the radical difference made when 
the problem of values is seen to be connected with the 
problem of intelligent action. If the validity of beliefs and 
judgments about values is dependent upon the conse- 
quences of action undertaken in their behalf, if the as- 
sumed association of values with knowledge capable of 
being demonstrated apart from activity, is abandoned, 
then the problem of the intrinsic relation of science to 
value is wholly artificial. It is replaced by a group of 
practical problems: How shall we employ what we know 
to direct the formation of our beliefs about value and how 
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shall we direct our practical behavior so as to test these j 
beliefs and make possible better ones? The question is 
seen to be just what it has always been empirically: 
What shall we do to make objects having value more se- 
cure in existence? And we approach the answer to the 
problem with all the advantages given us by increase of 
knowledge of the conditions and relations under which 
this doing must proceed. 

But for over two thousand years the weight of the most 
influential and authoritatively orthodox tradition of 
thought has been thrown into the opposite scale. It has 
been devoted to the problem of a purely cognitive certifi- 
cation (perhaps by revelation, perhaps by intuition, per- 
haps by reason) of the antecedent immutable reality of 
truth, beauty and goodness. As against such a doctrine, 
the conclusions of natural science constitute the materials 
of a serious problem. The appeal has been made to the 
Court of Knowledge and the verdict has been adverse. 
There are two rival systems that must have their respec- 
tive claims adjusted. The crisis in contemporary culture, 
the confusions and conflicts in it, arise from a division of 
authority. Scientific inquiry seems to tell one thing, and 
traditional beliefs about ends and ideals that have author- 
ity over conduct tell us something quite different. Jbe 
problem of reconciliation arises and persists for one rea- 
son only. As long as the notions persist that knowledge is 
a disclosure of reeility, of reality prior to and independent 
of knowing, and that knowing is independent of a purpose 
to control the quality of experienced objects, the failure of 
natural science to disclose significant values in its objects 
will come as a shock. Those seriously concerned with the 
validity and authority of value will have a problem on 
their hands. As long as the notion persists that values are 
authentic and valid only on condition that they are prop- 
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erties of Being independent of human action, as long as it 
is supposed that their right to regulate action is dependent 
upon their being independent of action, so long there will 
be needed schemes to prove that values are, in spite of the 
findings of science, genuine and known qualifications of 
reality in itself. For men will not easily surrender all reg- 
ulative guidance in action. If they are forbidden to find 
standards in the course of experience they will seek them 
somewhere else, if not in revelation, then in the deliver- 
ance of a reason that is above experience. 

This then is the fundamental issue for present philos- 
ophy. Is the doctrine justified that knowledge is valid in 
the degree in which it is a revelation of antecedent exist- 
ences or Being? Is the doctrine justified that regulative 
ends and purposes have validity only when they can be 
shown to be properties belonging to things, whether as ex- 
istences or as essences, apart from human action? It is 
proposed to make another start. Desires, affections, prefer- 
ences, needs and interests at least exist in human experi- 
ence; they are characteristics of it. Knowledge about na- 
ture also exists. What does this knowledge imply and en- 
tml with respect to the guidance of our emotional and vo- 
litional life? How shall the latter lay hold of what is 
known in order to make it of service? 

These latter questions do not seem to many thinkers to 
have the dignity that is attached to the traditional prob- 
lems of philosophy. They are proximate questions, not 
ultimate. They do not concern Being and iKnowledge ‘^in 
themselves’^ and at large, but the state of existence at 
specified times and places and the state of affection, plans 
and purposes under concrete circumstances. They are not 
concerned with framing a general theory of reality, knowl- 
edge and value once for all, but with finding how authen- 
tic beliefs about existence as they currently exist can 
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operate fruitfully and efficaciously in connection with th^ 
practical problems that are urgent in actual life. \ 

In restricted and technical fields, men now proceed un-\ 
hesitatingly along these lines. In technology and the arts\ 
of engineering and medicine, men do not think of operate \ 
ing in any other way. Increased knowledge of nature and 
its conditions does not raise tlie problem of validity of the 
value of health or of communication in general, although 
it may well make dubious the validity of certain concep- 
tions men in the past have entertained about the nature 
of health and communication and the best ways of attain- 
ing these goods in fact. 

In such matters, science has placed in our hands the 
means by which we can better judge our wants, and has 
aided in forming the instruments and operations by which 
to satisfy them. That the same sort of thing has not hap- 
pened in the moral and disGnctly humane arts is evident. 
Here is a problem which might well trouble philosophers. 

Why have not the arts which deal with the wider, more 
generous, more distinctly humane values enjoyed the re- 
lease and expansion which have accrued to the technical 
arts? Can it be seriously urged that it is because natural 
science has disclosed to us the kind of world which it has 
disclosed? It is easy to see that these disclosures are ^os- 
tile to some beliefs about values which have been wfdely 
accepted, which have prestige, which have become deeply 
impregnated with sentiment, and which authoritative in- 
stitutions as well as the emotion and inertia of m^ are 
slow to surrender. But this admission, which practically 
enforces itself, is far from excluding the formation of new 
beliefs about things to be honored and prized by men in 
their supreme loyalties of action. The difficulty in the road 
is a practical one, a social one, connected with institutions 
and the methods and aims of education, not with science 
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nor with value. Under such circumstances the first prob- 
lem for philosophy would seem to be to clear itself of 
further responsibility for the doctrine that the supreme is- 
sue is whether values have antecedent Being, while its 
further office is to make clear the revisions and reconstruc- 
tions that have to be made in traditional judgments about 
values. Having done this, it would be in a position to un- 
dertake the more positive task of projecting ideas about 
values which might be the basis of a new integration of 
human conduct. 

II • Ancient and Modem Science Contrasted’*' 

There was a time when “art” and “science” were virtu- 
ally equivalent terms. There is a reminiscence of this pe- 
riod in university organization in the phrase “faculty of 
arts and sciences.” A distinction was drawn between the 
“mechanical” and the “liberal” arts. In part, this distinc- 
tion was between industrial arts and social arts, those con- 
cerned with things and those conceanaed directly with per- 
sons. Grammar and rhetoric, for example, in dealing*with 
speech, the interpretation of literature and the arts of per- 
suasion, were higher than blacksmithing and carpentry. 
The mechanical arts dealt with things which were merely 
means; the liberal arts dealt with affairs that were ends, 
things having a final and intrinsic worth. The obviousness 
of the distinction was reenforced by social causes. Me- 
chanics were concerned with mechanical arts; they were 
lower in the social scale. The school in which their arts 
were learned was the school of practice: apprenticeship to 
those who had already mastered the craft and mystery. 
Apprentices literally “learned by doing,” and “doing” was 
routine repetition and imitation of the acts of others, until 
personal skill was acquired. The liberal arts were studied 

^ From The Quest for Certainty, pp. 74-97. 
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by those who were to be in some position of authority, oc-j 
cupied with some exercise of social rule. Such persons had' 
the material means that afforded leisure, and were to en- 
gage in callings that had especial honor and prestige. 
Moreover, they learned not by mechanical repetition and 
bodily practice in manipulation of materials and tools, but 
^‘intellectually,” through a kind of study which involved 
mind, not body. 

The situation is not recalled as if it had a merely his- 
torical significance. It describes in large measure a state 
of affairs that exists today. The distinction between 
‘‘learned professions” and the occupations of the shop and 
factory, with corresponding differences of social status, of 
educational preparation, of concern chiefly with material 
things or with persons and social relations, is too familiar 
to call for recourse to past history. The chief difference in 
the present situation is due to the rise of technological in- 
dustry and of a pecuniary economy, at the expense of the 
inherited status of the “gentleman,” the owner of large 
estates in land. So our allusion is pertinent not to history, 
but to still existing conditions that are influential in creat- 
ing and maintaining the division between theory and 
practice, mind and body, ends and instrumentalities. 

In addition to this distinction between higher and loj^er 
arts, there always hovered in the background a distinction 
between all arts and “science” in the true and ultimate 
sense of the words. The liberal arts involved much more 
of knowledge and of theoretical study, of use of “mind,” 
than did the mechanical. But in their ultimate import 
they were still connected with art, with doing, although 
with a mode of practice held in higher esteem. They re- 
main^ within the limits of experience, although of an ex- 
perience having a kind of value not found in the baser 
arts. The philosophic tradition, as for example it is form- 
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ulated by Aristotle, ranked social arts lower than pure in^ 
tellectual inquiry, than knowledge as something not to be 
put to any use, even a social and moral one. It is conceiv- 
able that historically this point of view might have re- 
mained a mere laudation of its own calling on the part of 
a small intellectual class. But, in the expansion of the 
Church as a dominant power in Europe, religion affiliated 
this philosophic conception to itself. Theology was re- 
garded as ‘‘science^* in a peculiar, a unique, sense, for it 
alone was knowledge of supreme and ultimate Being. And 
the Church had a direct influence over the hearts and 
conduct, the beliefs and judgments, of men that a secluded 
intellectual class could never win. As the guardians and 
dispensers of the truths and sacraments that determined 
the eternal destiny, the eternal happiness or misery of the 
soul, they effected the embodiment of ideas originating in 
philosophy in the culture of Christendom. 

^^Experience’' once meant the results accumulated in 
memory of a variety of past doings and undergoings that 
were had without control by insight, when the net accu- 
mulation was found to be practically available in dealing 
with present situations. Both the original perceptions and 
uses and the application of their outcome in present do- 
ings were accidental — that is, neither was determined by 
an understanding of the relations of cause and effect, of 
means and consequences, involved. In that sense they 
were non-rational, non-scientific. A typical illustration is a 
bridge builder who constructs simply on the basis of what 
has been done and what happened in the past, without 
preference to knowledge of strains and stresses, or in gen- 
eral of physical relationships actually involved; or the art 
of medicine, as far as it rests simply upon the accidents of 
remedial measures used in the past without knowledge of 
why some worked and others did not. A measure of skill 
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results, but it is the fruit of cut and dried methods, of 
trial and error — in short it is “empirical.'' 

The disparaging notion of experience framed under such 
conditions is an honest report of actual conditions; philos- 
ophers in setting experience down as inherently inferior to 
rational science were truthful. What they added was an- 
other matter. It was a statement that this inferiority was 
inherently connected with the.bbdy, with the senses, with 
material things, with the uncertainly changing as over 
against the certain because inunutable. Unfortunately 
their theories in explanation of the defects of experience 
persisted and became classic after experience itself, in 
some of its forms, had become experimental in the sense 
of being directed by understanding of conditions and their 
consequences. Two points are especially significant with 
reference to the split thus produced between the tradi- 
tional theory of experience and that which results from 
noting its experimental character. 

In the traditional theory, which still is the prevailing 
one, there were alleged to exist inherent defects in percep- 
tion and observation as means of knowledge, in reference 
to the subject-matter they furnish. This material, in the 
older notion, is inherently so particular, so contingent and 
variable, that by no possible means can it contribute to 
knowledge; it can result only in opinion, mere belief. |Kit 
in modem science, there are only practical defects in the 
senses, certain limitations of visioti, for example, that have 
to be corrected and supplemented by various devices, such 
as the use of the lens. Every insufficiency of observation is 
an instigation to invent some new instrument which will 
make good the defect, or k is a stimulus to devising indi- 
rect means, such as mathematical calculations, by which 
the limitations of sense will be circumvented. The coun- 
terpart of this change is one in th^ conc^ti<m of thought 
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and its relation to knowing. It was earlier assumed, that 
higher knowledge must be supplied by pure thought; pure 
because apart from experience, since the latter involves 
the senses. Now, it is taken for granted that thought, while 
indispensable to knowledge of natural existence, can never 
in itself provide that knowJedge. Observation is indispen- 
sable both to provide authentic materials to work upon 
and to test and verify the conclusions reached by theoret- 
ical considerations. A specified kind of experience is indis- 
pensable to science instead of all experience setting a limit 
to the possibility of true science. 

There is an objective counterpart of this shift. In the 
older theory, sense and experience were barriers to true 
science because they are implicated in natural change. 
Their appropriate and inevitable subject-matter was vari- 
able and changing things. Knowledge in its full and valid 
sense is possible only of the immutable, the fixed; that 
alone answers the quest for certainty. With regard to 
changing things, only surmise and opinion are possible, 
just as practically these are the source of peril. To a scien- 
tific man, in terms of what he does in inquiry, tlie notion 
of a natural science which should turn its back upon the 
changes of things, upon events, is simply incomprehen- 
sible. What he is interested in knowing, in understanding, 
are precisely the changes that go on; they set his prob- 
lems, and problems are solved when changes are intercon- 
nected with one another. Constants and relative invariants 
figure, but they are relations between changes, not the 
constituents of a higher realm of Being. With this modifi- 
cation with respect to the object comes one in the struc- 
ture and content of “experience.” Instead of there being a 
fixed difference between it and something higher^ra- 
ticmal thought— there is^a difference between two kinds of 
experience; one whi(^ is occupied with uncontrolled 
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change and one concerned with directed and regulated 
change. And this difference, while fundamentally impor- 
tant, does not mark a fixed division. Changes of the first 
type are something to be brought under control by means 
of action directed by understanding of relationships. 

In the old scheme, knowledge, as science, signified pre- 
cisely and exclusively turning away from change to the 
changeless. In the new experimental science, knowledge is 
obtained in exactly the opposite way, namely, through 
deliberate institution of a definite and specified course of 
change. The method of physical inquiry is to introduce 
some change in order to see what other change ensues; 
the correlation between these changes, when measured by 
a series of operations, constitutes the definite and desired 
object of knowledge. There are two degrees of control of 
change wfiich differ practically but are alike in principle. 
In astronomy, for example, we cannot introduce variation 
into remote heavenly bodies. But we can deliberately al- 
ter the conditions under which we observe them, which is 
the same thing in principle of logical procedure. By spe- 
cial instruments, the use of lens and prism, by telescopes, 
spectroscopes, interferometers, etc., we modify observed 
data. Observations are taken from widely different points 
in space and at successive times. By such means intercon- 
nected variations are observed. In physical and chemicaf 
matters closer at hand and capable of more direct manip- 
ulation, changes introduced ^iffect the things under in- 
quiry. Appliances and re-agents for bringing about varia- 
- tions in the things studied are employed. The progress of 
inquiry is identical with advance in the invention and con- 
struction of physical instrumentalities for producing, reg- 
istering and measuring changes. 

Moreover, there is no difference in logical principle be- 
tween tlie method of science and the method pursued in 
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technologies. The difference is practical; in the scale of 
operations conducted; in the lesser degree of control 
through isolation of conditions operative, and especially in 
the purpose for the sake of which regulated control of 
modifications of natural existences and energies is under- 
taken; especially, since the dominant motive of lai:ge-scale 
regulation of the course of change is material comfort or 
pecuniary gain. But the technique of modern industry, in 
commerce, communication, transportation and all the ap- 
pliances of light, heat and electricity, is the fruit of the 
modern application of science. And this so-called “appli- 
cation’^ signifies that the same kind of intentional intro- 
duction and management of changes which takes place in 
the laboratory is induced in the factory, the railway and 
the power house. 

The central and outstanding fact is that the change in 
the method of knowing, due to the scientific revolution be- 
gun in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, has been 
accompanied by a revolution in the attitude of man to- 
ward natural occurrences and their interactions. This 
transformation means, as was intimated earlier, a com- 
plete reversal in the traditional relationship of knowledge 
and action. Science advances by adopting the instruments 
and doings of directed practice, and the knowledge thus 
gained becomes a means of the development of arts which 
bring nature still further into actual and potential service 
of human purposes and valuations. The astonishing thing 
is that in the face of this change wrought in civilization, 
there still persist the notions about mind and its organs of 
knowing, together with the inferiority of practice to intel- 
lect, which developed in antiquity as the report of a to- 
tally different situation. 

The hold which older conceptions have gained over the 
minds of thinkers, the sway of inertia in habits of philo- 
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sophic thought, can be most readily judged by turning to 
books on epistemology and to discussions of problems con- 
nected with the theory of knowledge published in the 
philosophical periodicals. Articles on logical method will 
be found which reflect the procedures of actual knowing, 
that is, of the practice of scientific inquiry. But logic is 
then usually treated as “mere” methodolog> , having little 
(probably nothing would be nearer the mark) to do with 
the theory of knowledge. The latter is discussed in terms 
of conceptions about mind and its organs; these concep- 
tions are supposed to be capable of adequate formation 
apart from observation of what goes on when men engage 
in successful inquiry. Of late, the main problem in such 
discussions is to frame a theory of “consciousness” which 
shall explain knowing, as if consciousness were either a 
fact whose meaning is self-evident, or something less Ob- 
scure in content and more observable than are the objec- 
tive and public procedures of scientific investigation. This 
type of discussion persists; it is, in current conception, 
the theory of knowledge, the natural and inevitable way 
in which to discuss its basic problems! Volumes could not 
say more for the persistence of traditional ideas. The im- 
port of even a rudimentary discussion of actual experi- 
mental method can hardly be gathered, then, without 
bearing in mind its significance as a contrast effect. * 
While the traits of experimental inquiry are familiar, so 
little use has been made of them in formulating a theory of 
knowledge and of mind in relation to nature that a some- 
what explicit statement of well-known facts is excusable. 
They exhibit three outstanding characteristics. The first is 
the obvious one that all experimentation involves overt 
doing, the making of definite changes in the environment 
or in our relation to it. The second is that experim^t is 
not a random activity but is directed by ideas whidi have 
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to meet the conditions set by the need of the problem in- 
ducing the active inquiry. The third and concluding fea- 
ture, in which the other two receive their full measure of 
meaning, is that the outcome of the directed activity is 
the construction of a new empirical situation in which ob- 
jects are differently related to one another, and such that 
the consequences of directed operations form the objects 
that have the property of being known. 

The rudimentary prototype of experimental doing for 
the $ake of knowing is found in ordinary procedures. 
When we are trying to make out the nature of a confused 
and unfamiliar object, we perform various acts with a 
view to establishing a new relationship to it, such as will 
bring to light qualities which will aid in understanding it. 
We turn it over, bring it into a better light, rattle and 
shake it, thump, push and press it, and so on. The object 
as it is experienced prior to the introduction of thfese 
changes baffles us; the intent of these acts is to make 
changes which will elicit some previously unperceived 
qualities, and by varying conditions of perception shake 
loose some property which as it stands blinds or misleads 
us. 

While such experimentations, together with a kind of 
experimental playing ^Jth things just to see what will 
happen, are the chief source of the everyday non-scientific 
store of information about things around us, forming the 
bulk of “common-sense” knowledge, the limitations of the 
mode of procedure are so evident as to require no exposi- 
tion. The important thing in.,the history of modem know- 
ing is the reinforcement of these active doings by means 
of instruments, appliances and apparatus devised for the 
purposes of disclosing relations not otherwise apparent, 
together with, as far as overt action is concerned, the de- 
velopment of elaborate techniques for the introduction 
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a much greater range of variations — that is, a systematic 
variation of conditions so as to produce a corresponding 
series of changes in the thing under investigation. Among 
these operations should be included, of course, those which 
give a permanent register of what is observed and the in- 
strumentalities of exact measurement by means of which 
changes are correlated with one another. 

These matters are so familiar that their full import for 
the theory of knowing readily escapes notice. Hence the 
need of comparing this kind of knowledge of natural ex- 
istences with that obtaining before the rise of the experi- 
mental method. The striking difference is, of course, 
the dependence placed upon doing, doing of a physical 
and overt sort. Ancient science, that is, what passed as 
science, would have thought it a kind of treason to reason 
as the organ of knowing to subordinate it to bodily ac- 
tivity on material things, helped out with tools which are 
also material. It would have seemed like admitting the su- 
periority of matter to rational nund, an admission which 
from its standpoint was contradictory to the possibility of 
knowledge. 

With this fundamental change goes another, that in the 
attitude taken toward the material of direct sense-percep- 
tion. No notion could be further away from the fact than^ 
the somewhat sedulously cultivated idea that the differ- - 
ence between ancient and modern science is that the for- 
mer had no respect for perception and relied exclusively 
upon speculation. In fact, the Greeks were keenly sen- 
sitive to natural objects and were keen bbservers. The 
trouble lay not in substitution of theorizing from the out- 
set for the material of perception, but in that they took 
the latter “as is^’; they made no attempt to modify it rad- 
ically before undertaking thinking and theorizing about it. 
As far as observation unaided by artificial appliances and 
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means for deliberate variation of observed material went, 
the “Greeks went far. 

Their disrespect for sensibly observed material con- 
cerned only its form. For it had to be brought under logi- 
cal forms supplied by rational thought. The fact that the 
material was not exclusively logical, or such as to satisfy 
the requirements of rational form, made the resulting 
knowledge less scientific than that of pure mathematics, 
logic and metaphysics occupied with eternal Being. But as 
far as science extended, it dealt with the material of sense- 
perception as it directly offered itself to a keen and alert 
observer. In consequence, the material of Greek natural 
science is much closer to “common-sense’^ material than 
are the results of contemporary science. One can read the 
surviving statements of it without any more technical 
preparation than say a knowledge of Euclidean geometry, 
while no one can follow understandingly the reports of 
most modern investigations in physics without a highly 
technical preparatory education. One reason the atomic 
theory propounded in antiquity made so little headway is 
that it did not agree with the results of ordinary observa- 
tion. For this presented objects clothed withr rich quali- 
ties and falling into kinds or species that were themselves 
marked by qualitative, rather than by merely quantita- 
tive and spatial, differences. In antiquity it was the atomic 
theory which was purely speculative and “deductive” in 
character. 

These statements would be misunderstood if they were 
taken to imply an allegation that in ancient science sense 
gives knowledge, while modern science excludes the ma- 
terial of sense; such an idea inverts the facts. But ancient 
science accepted the material of sense-material on its face, 
and then organized it, as it naturally and originally stood, 
by operations of logical definition, classification into spe- 



322 PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE 

cies and syllogistic subsumption. Men either had no in- 
struments and 2^pliaiices for modifying the ordinary ob- 
jects of observation, for analyzing them into their elements 
and giving them new forms and arrangements, or they 
failed to use those which they had. Thus in content, or 
subject-matter, the conclusions of Greek science (which 
persisted till the scientific revolution of the seventeenth 
century), were much closer to the objects of everyday ex- 
perience than are the objects of present scientific thought. 
Et is not meant that the Greeks had more respect for the 
function of perception through the senses than has mod- 
em science, but that, judged from present practice, they 
had altogether too much respect for the material of direct, 
ananaJyzed sense-perception. 

They were aware of its defects from the standpoint of 
knowledge. But they supposed that they could correct 
these defects and supplement their lack by purely logical 
or ^^rational” means. They supposed that thought could 
take the material supplied by ordinary perception, elimin- 
ate varying and hence contingent qualities, and thus finally 
reach the fixed and immutable form which makes particu- 
lars have the character they have; define this form as 
the essence or true reality of the particular things in ques- 
tion, and then gather a group of perceived objects into ^ 
species which is as eternal as its particular exemplifica* 
tions are perishable. The passage from ordinary perception 
to scientific knowledge did not therefore demand the intro- 
duction of actual, overt and observed changes into the ma- 
terial of sense-perception. Modern science, with its 
changes in the subject-matter of direct perception effected 
by the use of apparatus, gets away not from observed ma- 
terial as such, but frcmi the qualitative characteristics of 
things as they ar^^ originally and ^‘naturally” observed. 

It may thus be fairly asserted that the ^^categorics’^ of 
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Greek description and explanation of natural phenomena 
were esthetic in character; for perception of the esthetic 
sort is interested in things in their immediate qualitative 
traits. The logical features they depended upon to confer 
scientific form upon the material of observation were har- 
mony, proportion or measure, symmetry; these constitute 
the “logos” that renders phenomena capable of report in 
rational discourse. In virtue of these properties superim- 
posed upon phenomena but thought to be elicited from 
them, natural objects are knowable. Thus the Greeks em- 
ployed thinking not as a means of changing given objects 
of observation so as to get at the conditions and effects 
of their occurrence, but to impose upon them certain static 
properties not found in them in their changeable occur- 
rence. The essence of the static properties conferred upon 
them was harmony of form and pattern. Craftsmen, archi- 
tects, sculptors, gymnasts, poets had taken raw material 
and converted it into finished forms marked by symmetry 
and proportion; they accomplished this task without 
the prior disintegrative reduction which characterizes mod- 
ern making in the factory. Greek thinkers performed a like 
task for nature as a whole. Instead,- however, of employing, 
the material tools of the crafts, they depended upon 
thought alone. They borrowed the jorm provided them in 
Greek art in abstraction from its material appliances. 
They aimed at constructing out of nature, as observed, an 
artistic whole for the eye of the soul to behold. Thus for 
science nature was a cosmos. It was composed, but it was 
not a composite of elements. That is, it was a qualitative 
whole, a whole as is a drama, a statue or a temple, in vir- 
tue of a pervading and dominant qualitative unity; it was 
hot an aggregate of homogenous units externally arranged 
in different modes. Design was the form and pattern in- 
trinsically characteristic of things in their fixed kinds, not 
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something first formed in a designing mind and then im- 
posed from without. 

There was no conflict with ideas about values because 
the qualities belonging to objects of science are values; 
they are the things we enjoy and prize. Throughout nature 
as a qualitative whole there is a hierarchy of forms from 
those of lower value to those of higher. The revolution in 
science effectively initiated by Galileo consisted precisely 
in the abolition of qualities as traits of scientific objects 
flj such. From this elimination proceeded just that con- 
flict and need of reconciliaticm between the scientific prop- 
erties of the real and those which give moral authority. 
Therefore to apprehend what the new astronomy and 
physics did for human beliefs, we have to place it in its 
contrast with the older natural science in which the qual- 
ities possessed by objects of scientific knowledge were pre- 
cisely the same as those possessed by works of art, the 
properties which are one with beauty and with all that 
is admirable. 

The work of Galileo was not a development, but a rev- 
qjution. It marked a change from the qualitative to the 
quantitative or metric; from the heterogeneous to the 
homogeneous; from intrinsic form to relations; from 
esthetic harmonies to mathematical formulae; from con-^ 
templative enjoyment to active manipulation and control;' 
from rest to change; from eternal objects to temporal se- 
quence. The revolution opened the way to description and 
explanation of natural phenomena on the basis of homo- 
geneous space, time, mass and motion. Heavenly bodies 
and movements were brought under the same laws as are 
found in terrestrial phenomena. The idea of the difference 
in kind between phenomena in different parts of space was 
abolished. All that counted for science became mechanical 
properties formulated in mathematical terms: the sig- 
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nificance of mathematical formulation marking the pos- 
sibility of complete equivalence or homogeneity of trans- 
lation of different phenomena into one another’s terms. 

The idea of a two-realm scheme persisted for moral and 
religious purposes; it vanished for purposes of natural 
science. The higher realm which had been the object of 
true science became the exclusive habitat of objects con- 
nected with values that in their relation to man furnish 
the norm and end of human destiny. The lower realm of 
change which had been the subject of opinion and prac- 
tice became the sole and only object of natural science. 
The realm in which opinion held sway was no longer a 
genuine although inferior portion of objective being. It was 
a strictly human product, due to ignorance and error. 
Such was the philosophy which, because of the new sci- 
ence, replaced the old metaphysics. But — and this ‘^but” 
is of fundamental importance^ — in spite of the revolution, 
the old conceptions of knowledge as related to an ante^ 
cedent reality and of moral regulation as derived from 
properties of this reality, persisted. 

Ill • Philosophic Implicatioi» of Modern 
Science* 

Just what did the new experimental method do to the 
qualitative objects of ordinary experience? Forget the con- 
clusions of Greek philosophy, put out of the mind all the- 
ories about knowledge and about reality. Take the simple, 
direct facts: Here are the colored, resounding, fragrant, 
lovable, attractive, beautiful things of nature which we en- 
joy, and which we suffer when they are hateful, ugly, dis- 
gusting. Just what is the effect upon them wrought by 
physical science? 

♦From The Quest for Certainty, pp. 98-104; 125-139. 
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If we consent for the time being to denude the mind of 
philosophical and metaphysical presuppositions, and take 
the matter in the most simple and naive way possible, I 
think our answer, stated in technical terms, will be that it 
substitutes data ]or objects. (It is not meant that this out- 
come is the whole effect of the experimental method; that 
as we saw at the outset is complex; but that the first effect 
as far as stripping away qualities is concerned is of this 
nature,) That Greek science operated with objects in the 
sense of the stars, rocks, trees, rain, warm and cold dajrs 
of ordinary experience is evident enough. What is signified 
by saying that the first effect of experimentation was to 
reduce these things from the status of objects to that of 
data may not be so clear * By data is signified subject- 
matter for further interpretation; something to be thought 
about. Objects are finalities; they are complete, finished; 
they call for thought only in the way of definition, clas- 
sification, logical arrangement, subsumption in syllogisms, 
etc. But data signify “material to serve”; they are indicar 
tions, evidence, signs, clues to and of something still to be 
reached; they are intermediate, not ultimate; means, not 
finalities. 

In a less technical way the matter may be stated as fol- 
lows: The subject-matter which had been taken as satis-/ 
fying the demands of knowledge, as the material with' 
which to frame solutions, became something whicli set 
problems. Hot and cold, wet and dry, light and heavy, in- 
stead of being self-evident matters with which to explain 
phenomena, were things to be investigated; they were 
“effects,” not causal principles; they set question marks 
instead of suppl)dng answers. The differences between the 

*■ For this ^ift from objects to data see G. H. Mead’s essay in 
the volume entitled Creative Intelligence. (Henry Holt a^id Com- 
pany, New York, 191.7.) 
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earth, the region of the planets, and the heavenly ether, 
instead of suppl3ring ultimate principles which could be 
used to mark off and classify things, were something to 
be explained and to bring under identical principles. 
Greek and medieval science formed an art of accepting 
things as they are enjoyed and suffered. Modern experi- 
mental science is an art of control. 

' The remarkable difference between the attitude which 
accepts the objects of ordinary perception, use and enjoy- 
inent as final, as culminations of natural processes and 
that which takes them as starting points for reflection and 
investigation, is one which reaches far beyond the techni- 
calities of science. It marks a revolution in the whole spirit 
of life, in the entire attitude taken toward whatever is 
found in existence. When the things which exist around us, 
which we touch, see, hear and taste are regarded as inter- 
rogations for which an answer must be sought (and must 
be sought by means of deliberate introduction of changes 
till they are reshaped into something different), nature as 
it already exists ceases to be something which must be ac- 
cepted and submitted to, endured or enjoyed, just as it is. 
It is now something to be modified, to be intentionally 
controlled. It is material to act upon so as to transform it 
into new objects which better answer our needs. Nature as 
it exists at any particular time is a challenge, rather than 
a completion; it provides possible starting points and op- 
portunities rather than final ends. 

In short, there is a change from knowing as an esthetic 
enjoyment of the properties of nature regarded as a work 
of divine art, to knowing as a means of secular control — 
that is, a method of purposefully introducing changes 
which will alter the direction of the course of events. Na- 
ture as it exists at a given time is material for arts to be 
brought to bear upon it to reshape it, rather than already 
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a finished work of art. Thus the changed attitude toward 
change to which reference was made has a much wider 
meaning than that which the new science offered as a tech- 
nical pursuit. When correlations of changes are made the 
goal of knowledge, the fulfillment of its aim in discovery of 
these correlations, is equivalent to placing in our hands an 
instrument of control. When one change is given, and we 
know with measured accuracy its connection with another 
change, we have the potential means of producing or 
averting that other event. The esthetic attitude is of neces- 
sity directed to what is already there; to what is finished, 
complete. The attitude of control looks to the future, to 
production. 

The same point is stated in another way in saying that 
the reduction of given objects to data for a knowing or an 
investigation still to be undertaken liberates man from sub- 
jection to the past. The scientific attitude, as an attitude of 
interest in change instead of interest in isolated and com- 
plete fixities, is necessarily alert for problems; every new 
question is an opportunity for further experimental in- 
quiries — for effecting more directed change. There is noth- 
ing which a scientific mind would more regret than reach- 
ing a condition in which there were no more problems. 
That state would be the death of science, not its perfected 
life. We have only to contrast this disposition with that 
which prevails in morals and politics to realize the differ- 
ence which has already been made, as well as to appreci- 
ate how limited its development still is. For in higher prac- 
tical matters we still live in dread of change and of prob- 
lems. Like men of olden time — with respect to natural 
phenomena — ^we prefer to accept and endure or to enjoy — 
as the case may happen to be — ^what is, what we find in 
possession of the field, and at most, to arrange it under 
concepts, and thus give it the form of rationality. 
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Before the rise of experimental method, change was 
simply an inevitable evil ; the world of phenomenal exist- 
ence, that is, of change, while an inferior realm compared 
with the changeless, was nevertheless there and had to be 
accepted practically as it happened to occur. The wise man 
if he were sufficiently endowed by fortune would have as 
little to do with such things as possible, turning away 
from them to the rational realm. Qualitative forms and 
complete ends determined by nature are not amenable to 
human control. They are grateful when they happen to be 
enjoyed, but for human purposes nature means fortune, 
and fortune is the contrary of art. A good that happens is 
welcome. Goods, however, can be made secure in existence 
only through regulation of processes of change, a regula- 
tion dependent uix)n knowledge of their relations. While 
the abolition of fixed tendencies toward definite ends has 
been mourned by many as if it involved a despiritualiza- 
tion of nature, it is in fact a precondition of the projection 
of new ends and of the possibility of realizing them 
through intentional activity. Objects which are not fixed 
goals of nature and which have no inherent defining forms 
become candidates for receiving new qualities; means for 
serving new purposes. Until natural objects were denuded 
of determinate ends which were regarded as the proper 
outcome- of the intrinsic tendency of nature^s own opera- 
tions, nature could not become a plastic material of hu- 
man desires and purposes. 

Such considerations as these are implicit in that 
changed attitude which by experimental analysis reduces 
objects to data: the aim of science becomes discovery of 
constant relations among changes in place of definition of 
objects immutable beyond the possibility of alteration. It 
is interested in the mechanism of occurrences instead of in 
final causes, In dealing with the proximate instead of with 
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the ultimate, knowledge deals with the world in which we 
live, the world which is experienced, instead of attempting 
through the intellect to escape to a higher realm. Experi- 
mental knowledge is a mode of doing, and like all doing 
takes place at a time, in a place, and under specifiable 
conditions in connection with a definite problem. 

Scientific inquiry always starts from things of the en- 
vironment experienced in our everyday life, with things we 
see, handle, use, enjoy and suffer from. This is the ordi- 
nary qualitative world. But instead of accepting the qual- 
ities and values — the ends and forms — of this world as 
providing the objects of knowledge, subject to their being 
given a certain logical arrangement, experimental inquiry 
treats them as offering a challenge to thought. They are 
the materials of problems not of solutions. They are to be 
known, rather than objects of knowledge. The first step in 
knowing is to locate the problems which need solution. 
This step is performed by altering obvious and given qual- 
ities. These are effects; they are things to be understood, 
imd they are understood in terms of their generation. The 
search for ^‘efficient causes” instead of for final causes, for 
extrinsic relations instead of intrinsic forms, constitutes 
the aim of science. But the search does not signify a quest 
for reality in contrast with experience of the unreal an# 
phenomenal. It signifies a search for those relations upon 
which the occurrence of real qualities and values depends, 
by means of which we can regulate their occurrence. To 
call existences as thejrare directly and qualitatively experi- 
enced ^‘phenomena” is not to assign to them a metaphys- 
ical status. It is to indicate that they set the problem of 
ascertaining the relations of interaction upon which their 
occurrence depends. 

It is unnecessary that knowledge should be concerned 
with existence as it is directly experienced in its concrete 
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qualities. Direct experiencing itself takes care of that mat- 
ter. What science is concerned with is the happening of 
these experienced things. For its purpose, therefore, they 
are happenings, events. Its aim is to discover the condi- 
tions and consequences of their happening. And this dis- 
covery can take place only by modifjdng the given quali- 
ties in such ways that relations become manifest. These 
relations constitute the proper objects of science as such. 
The elimination of the qualities of experienced existence is 
merely an intermediate step necessary to the discovery of 
relations, and when it is accomplished the scientific object 
becomes the means of control of occurrence of experienced 
things having a richer and more secure equipment of val- 
ues and qualities. 

There is one common character of all scientific opera- 
tions which it is necessary to note. They are such as dis- 
close relationships, A simple case is the operation by which 
length is defined by one object placed end upon end upon 
another object so many times. This type of operation, re- 
peated under conditions themselves defined by specified 
operations, not merely fixes the relation of two things to 
each other called their length, but defines a generalized 
concept of length. This conception in connection with 
other operations, such as those which define mass and 
time, become instruments by means of which a multitude 
of relations between bodies can be established. Thus the 
conceptions which define units of measurement of space, 
time and motion become the intellectual instrumentalities 
by which all sorts of things with no qualitative similarity 
with one another can be compared and brought within the 
same system. To the original gross experience of things 
there is superadded another type of experience, the prod- 
uct of deliberate art, of which relations rather than quali- 
ties are the significant subject-matter. These connections 
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are as much experienced as are the qualitatively diverse 
and irreducible objects of original natural experiences. 

Qualities present themselves as just what they are, 
statically demarcated from one another. Moreover, they 
rarely change, when left to themselves, in such ways as to 
indicate the interactions or relations upon which their oc- 
currence depends. No one ever observed the production of 
the thing having the properties of water, nor the mode of 
generation of a flash of lightning. In sensory perception 
the qualities are either too static or too abruptly discrete 
to manifest the specific connections that are involved in 
their coming into existence. Intentional variation of condi- 
tions gives an idea of the^e connections. Through thought 
of them the things are understood or truly known. Only 
slowly, however, did there dawn the full import of the 
scientific method. For a long time the definitions were 
supposed to be made not in terms of relations but through 
certain properties of antecedent things. The space, time 
and motion of physics were treated as inherent properties 
of Being, instead of as abstracted relations. In fact, two 
phases of inquiry accompany each other and correspond to 
each other. In one of these phases, everything in qualita- 
tive objects except their happening is ignored, attention 
being paid to qualities only as signs of the nature of tl# 
particular happening in question: that is, objects are 
treated as events. In the other phase, the aim of inquiry 
is to correlate events with one another. Scientific concep- 
tions of space, time and motion constitute the generalized 
system of these correlations of events. Thus they are 
doubly dependent upon operations of experimental art: 
upon those which treat qualitative objects as events, and 
upon those which connect events thus determined with 
one another. 

The central question thus arises: What determines the 
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selection of operations to be performed? There is but one 
answer: the nature of the problem to be dealt with — an 
answer which links the phase of experiment now under 
discussion with that considered in the last chapter. The 
first effect of experimental analysis is, as we saw, to de- 
duce objects directly experienced to data. This resolution 
is required because the objects in their first mode of ex- 
perience are perplexing, obscure, fragmentary; in some 
way they fail to answer a need. Given data which locate 
the nature of the problem, there is evoked a thought of 
an operation which if put into execution may eventuate in 
a situation in which the trouble or doubt which evoked in- 
quiry will be resolved. If one were to trace the history of 
science far enough, one would reach a time in which the 
acts which dealt with a troublesome situation would be 
organic responses of a structural type together with a few 
acquired habits. The most elaborate technique of present 
inquiry in the laboratory is an extension and refinement 
of these simple original operations. Its development has 
for the most part depended upon the utilization of phys- 
ical instruments, which when inquiry was developed to a 
certain point were purposely invented. In principle, the 
history of the construction of suitable operations in the 
scientific field is not different from that of their evolution 
in industry. Something needed to be done to accomplish 
an end; various devices and methods of operation were 
tried. Experiences of success and failure gradually im- 
proved the means used. More economical and effective 
ways of acting were found — ^that is, operations which gave 
the desired kind of result with greater ease, less irrele- 
vancy and less ambiguity, greater security. Each forward 
step was attended with making better tools. Often the in- 
vention of a tool suggested operations not in mind when il 
was invented and thus carried the perfecting of operations 
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Still further. There is thus no a priori test or rule for the 
determination of the operations which define ideas. They 
are themselves experimentally developed in the course of 
actual inquiries. They originated in what men naturally 
do and are tested and improved in the course of doing. 

This is as far as the answer to the query can be carried 
in a formal way. Consequences that successfully solve the 
problems set by the conditions which give rise to the need 
of action supply the basis by means of which acts, origi- 
nally “naturally* ’ performed, become the operations of the 
art of scientific experimentation. In content, a much more 
detailed answer can be given. For this answer, one would 
turn to the historical development of science, in which is 
recorded what kind of operations have definitely been 
found to effect the transformation of the obscure and per- 
plexing situations of experience into clear and resolved 
situations. To go into this matter would be to expound the 
character of the concepts actually employed in the best 
developed branches of reflection or inquiry. 

Neither the scientific nor the philosophic change came 
at once, even after experimental inquiry was initiated. In 
fact as we shall see later, philosophy proceeded conserva- 
tively by compromise and accommodation, and was read 
into the new science, so that not till our own generatio^^ 
did science free itself from some basic factors of the older 
cpnception of nature. Scientific conceptions were inter- 
preted in the light of the old belief that conceptions to be 
valid must correspond to antecedent intrinsic properties 
resident in objects dealt with. Certain properties regarded 
by Newton as inherent in substances and essential to them, 
in independence of connectivity, were indeed speedily 
seen to be relations. Nevertheless, until the promulgation 
of Einstein’s restricted theory of relativity, mass, time 
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and motion were regarded as intrinsic properties of ulti- 
mate, fixed and independent substances. 

The difference made by the theory of relativity in the 
actual content of scientific theory is of course enormous. 
Yet it is not so great as the difference made in the logic 
of scientific knowledge, nor as in philosophy. With the sur- 
render of unchangeable substances having properties fixed 
in isolation and unaffected by interactions, must go the 
notion that certainty is attained by attachment to fixed 
objects with fixed characters. For not only are no such ob- 
jects found to exist, but the very nature of experimental 
method, namely, definition by operations that are interac- 
tions, implies that such things are not capable of being 
known. Henceforth the quest for certainty becomes the 
search for methods of control; that is, regulation of condi- 
tions of change with respect to their consequences. 

Theoretical certitude is assimilated to practical cer- 
tainty; to security, trustworthiness of instrumental opera- 
tions, “Rear^ things may be as transitory as you please or 
as lasting in time as you please; these are specific differ- 
ences like that between a flash of lightning and the history 
of a mountain range. In any case they are for knowledge 
“events” not substances. What knowledge is interested in 
is the correlation among these changes or events — ^which 
means in effect that the event called the mountain range 
must be placed within a system consisting of a vast mul- 
titude of included events. When these correlations are dis- 
covered, the possibility of control i^ in our hands. Scien- 
tific objects as statements of these inter-relations are in- 
strumentalities of control. They are objects of the thought 
of reality, not disclosures of immanent properties of real 
substances. They are in particular the thought of reality 
from a particular point of view: the most highly general- 
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ized view of nature as a system of interconnected changes. 

Certain important conclusions follow. The test of the 
validity of ideas undergoes a radical transformation. In the 
Newtonian scheme, as in the classic tradition, this test re- 
sided in properties belonging to ultimate real objects in 
isolation from one another, and hence fixed or unchang- 
ing. According to experimental inquiry, the validity of the 
object of thought depends upon the consequences of the 
operations which define the object of thought. For exam- 
ple, colors are conceived in terms of certain numbers. The 
conceptions are valid in the degree in which, by means of 
these numbers, we can predict future events, and can reg- 
ulate the interactions of colored bodies as signs of changes 
that take place. The numbers are signs or clues of inten- 
sity and direction of changes going on. The only things 
relevant to the question of their validity is whether they 
are dependable^ signs. That heat is a mode of motion does 
not signify that heat and cold as qualitatively experienced 
are ^^unreal,*^ but that the qualitative experience can be 
treated as an event measured in terms of units of velocity 
of movement, involving units of position and time, so that 
it can be connected with other events or changes similarly 
formulated. The test of the validity of any particular in- 
tellectual conception, measurement or enumeration is fun^ 
tiondl, its use in making possible the institution of interac- 
tions which 3n[eld results in control of actual experiences 
of observed objects. 

Ability, through a definite or measured correlation of 
changes, to connect one with another as sign or evidence is 
the precondition of control. It does not of itself provide di- 
rect control; reading the index hand of a barometer as a 
sign of probable rain does not enable us to stop the com- 
ing of the rain. But it does enable us to change our rela- 
tions to it: to plant a garden, to carry an umbrella on go- 
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ing out, to direct the course of a vessel at sea, etc. It en* 
ables preparatory acts to be undertaken which make val- 
ues less insecure. If it does not enable us to regulate just 
what is to. take place, it enables us to direct some phase of 
it in a way which influences the stability of purposes and 
results. In other cases, as in the arts proper, we can not 
only modify our own attitude so as to effect useful prepa- 
ration for what is to happen, but we can modify the hap- 
pening itself. This use of one change or perceptible occur- 
rence as a sign of others and as a means of preparing our- 
selves, did not wait for the development of modem science; 
It is as old as man himself, being the heart of all intelli* 
gence. But accuracy and scope of such judgments, whick 
are the only means with power to direct the course of 
events and to effect the security of values, depends upon 
the use of methods such as modern physics has made 
available. 

Extent of control is dependent, as was suggested a mo- 
ment ago, upon capacity to find a connected series of cor- 
related change, such that each linked pair leads on to an- 
other in the direction of a terminal one which can be 
brought about by our own action. It is this latter condition 
which is especially fulfilled by the objects of scientific 
thought. Physical science disregards the qualitative heter- 
ogeneity of experienced objects so as to make them all 
members in one comprehensive homogeneous scheme, and 
hence capable of translation or conversion one into an- 
other. This homogeneity of subject-matter over a broad 
range of things which are as disparate from each other in 
direct experience as sound and color, heat and light, fric- 
tion and electricity, is the source of the wide and free con- 
trol of events found in modern technology. Common-sense 
knowledge can connect things as sign and thing indicated 
here and there by isolated couples. But it cannot possibly 
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join them all up together so that we can pass from any one 
to any other. The homogeneity of scientific objects, 
through formulation in terms of relations of space, time 
and motion, is precisely the device which makes this indef- 
initely broad and flexible scheme of transitions possible. 
The meaning which one event has is translatable into the 
meanings which others possess. Ideas of objects, formu- 
lated in terms of the relations which changes bear to one 
another, having common measures, institute broad, smooth 
highways by means of which we can travel from the 
thought of one part of nature to that of any other. In ideal 
at least, we can travel from any meaning — or relation — 
found anywhere in nature to the meaning to be expected 
anywhere else. 

We have only to compare thinking and judging objects 
in terms of these measured interactions with the classic 
scheme of a hierarchy of species and genera to see the 
great gain that has been effected. It is the very nature of 
fixed kinds to be as exclusive with respect to those of a 
different order as it is to be inclusive with respect to those 
which fall within the class. Instead of a thoroughfare from 
one order to another, there was a sign: No passage. The 
work of emancipation which was initiated by experimenta- 
tion, setting objects free from limitation by old habits ancf 
customs, reducing them to a collection of data forming a 
problem for inquiry, is perfected by the method of con- 
ceiving and defining objects through operations which 
have as their consequence accurate metric statements of 
changes correlated with changes going on elsewhere. 

The resolution of objects and nature as a whole into 
facts stated exclusively in terms of quantities which may 
be handled in calculation, such as saying that red is such 
a number of changes while green is another, seems strange 
and puzzling only when we fail to appreciate what it sig- 
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nifies. In reality, it is a declaration that this is the effec- 
tive way to think things; the effective mode in which to 
frame ideas of them, to formulate their meanings. The 
procedure does not vary in principle from that by which 
it is stated that an article is worth so many dollars and 
cents. The latter statement does not say that the article is 
literally or in its ultimate ‘"reality” so many dollars and 
cents; it says that for purpose of exchange that is the way 
to think of it, to judge it. It has many other meanings and 
these others are usually more important inherently. But 
with respect to trade^ it is what it is worth, what it will 
sell for, and the price value put upon it expresses the rela- 
tion it bears to other things in exchange. The advantage 
in stating its worth in terms of an abstract measure of ex- 
change such as money, instead of in terms of the amount 
of corn, potatoes or some other special thing it will ex- 
change for, is that the latter method is restricted and the 
former generalized. Development of the systems of units 
by which to measure sensible objects (or form ideas of 
them) has come along with discovery of the ways in which 
the greatest amount of free movement from one conception 
to another is possible. 

The formulation of ideas of experienced objects in terms 
of measured quantities, as these are established by an in- 
tentional art or technique, does not say that this is the 
way they must be thought, the only valid way of think- 
ing them. It states that for the purpose of generalized, in- 
definitely extensive translation from one idea to another, 
this is the way to think them. The statement is like any 
other statement about instruments, such as that so-and-so 
is the best way of sending a number of telegraphic dis- 
patches simultaneously. As far as it is actually the best in- 
strumentality, the statement is correct. It has to be proved 
by working better than any other agency; it is in process 
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of continuous revision and improvement. For purposes ex- 
cept that of general and extensive translation of one con- 
ception into another, it does not follow that the “scientific^’ 
way is the best way of thinking an affair. The nearer we 
come to an action that is to have an individualized unique 
object of experience for its conclusion, the less do we think 
the things in question in these exclusively metric terms. 
The physician in practice will not think in terms as gen- 
eral and abstract as those of the physiologist in the labo- 
ratory, nor the engineer in the field in those as free from 
special application as will the physicist in his work-shop. 
There are many ways of thinking things in relation to one 
another; they are, as conceptions, instruments. The value 
of an instrument depends upon what is to be done with it. 
The fine-scale micrometer which is indispensable in the 
successful performance of one operation would be a hin- 
drance in some other needed act; and a watch spring is 
useless to give elasticity to a mattress. 

There is something both ridiculous and disconcerting in 
the way in which men have let themselves be imposed 
upon, so as to infer that scientific ways of thinking of ob- 
jects give the inner reality of things, and that they put a 
mark of spuriousness upon all other ways of thinking of 
them, and of perceiving and enjoying them. It is ludicrous^ 
because these scientific conceptions, like other instruments, 
are hand-made by man in pursuit of realization of a cer- 
tain interest — that of the maximum convertibility of every 
object of thought into any and every other. It is a wonder- 
ful ideal; the ingenuity which man has shown in devising 
means of realizing the interest is even more marvelous. 
But these ways of thinking are no more rivals of or substi- 
tutes for objects as directly perceived and enjoyed than 
the power-loom, which is a more effective instrument for 
weaving cloth than was the old hand-loom, is a substitute 
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and rival for cloth. The man who is disappointed and 
tragic because he cannot wear a loom is in reality no more 
ridiculous than are the persons who feel troubled because 
the objects of scientific conception of natural things have 
not the same uses and values as the things of direct ex- 
perience. 

The disconcerting aspect of the situation resides in the 
difficulty with which mankind throws off beliefs that have 
become habitual. The test of ideas, of thinking generally, 
is found in the consequences of the acts to which the ideas 
lead, that is in the new arrangements of things which are 
brought into existence. Such is the unequivocal evidence as 
to the worth of ideas which is derived from observing their 
position and role in experimental knowing. But tradition 
makes the tests of ideas to be their agreement with some 
antecedent state of things. This change of outlook and 
standard from what precedes to what comes after, from 
the retrospective to the prospective, from antecedents to 
consequences, is extremely hard to accomplish. Hence 
when the physical sciences describe objects and the world 
as being such and such, it is thought that the description 
is of reality as it exists in itself. Since all value-traits are 
lacking in objects as science presents them to us, it is as- 
sumed that Reality has not such characteristics. 

Knowledge which is merely a reduplication in ideas of 
what exists already in the world may afford us the satis- 
faction of a photograph, but that is all. To form ideas 
whose worth is to be judged by what exists independently 
of them is not a function that (even if the test could be 
applied, which seems impossible) goes on within nature or 
makes any difference there. Ideas that are plans of opera- 
tions to be performed are integral factors in actions which 
change the face of the world. Idealistic philosophies have 
not been wrong in attaching vast importance and power to 
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lem is the demarcation of two separate spheres, one of au- 
thority and one of freedom; the other half of the formula 
is to maintain this theoretical demarcation as a sharp di- 
vision in practice. The formula has a corollary. The in- 
herent tendency of the ‘‘sphere^’ of authority is to extend 
itself unduly, to encroach on the “sphere” of freedom, thus 
enstating oppression, tyranny, and, in the language of to- 
day, regimentation. Hence the right of way must belong to 
the idea and actuality of individual freedom; authority is 
its enemy, and every manifestation of social authority and 
control is therefore to be zealously watched, and almost 
always to be vigorously opposed. However, since the 
sphere of liberty has its boundaries, when “liberty” begins 
to degenerate into “license” the operation of authority is 
properly to be called upon to restore the balance. 

The formula, like most slogans that attain popularity, 
owes its vogue and influence to the fact that it seems to 
afford a solution of an outstanding problem while in fact 
it evades the problem ; and, by postponing effort at genu- 
ine solution, gives temporary support, sometimes to one of 
the contending forces, sometimes to the other, and always 
at the expense of both. For even when it is accepted in its 
own terms at face value, it leaves the fundamental issue of^ 
the rightful extent of the two alleged spheres undecided,' 
their rightful metes and bounds a matter of constant dis- 
pute. 

The genuine problem is the relation between authority 
and freedom. And this problem is masked, and its solution 
begged, when the idea is introduced that the fields in 
which they respectively operate are separate. In effect, au- 
thority stands for stability of social organization by means 
of which direction and support are given to individuals; 
while individual freedom stands for the forces by which 
change is intentionally brought about. The issue that re- 
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quires constant attention is the intimate and organic 
union of the two things: of authority and freedom, of sta- 
bility and change. The idea of attaining a solution by sep- 
aration instead of by union misleads and thwarts endeavor 
whenever it is acted upon. The widespread adoption of 
this false and misleading idea is a strong contributing fac- 
tor to the present state of world confusion. 

The genuine import of the formula which divides and 
apportions the total field of human life and action be- 
tween freedom and authority is to be found, not in its 
theoretical statement, but in its relation to the historic 
events of the past few centuries. As a purely theoretical 
formula, it claims an inherent validity and universal ap- 
plication which I, for one, find absurd. But when the 
formula is taken to be the record of a historic period, the 
case is otherwise. The formula then achieves the signifi- 
cance of a symbol of the distinctive crises of western civi- 
lization in recent centuries; it becomes representative of a 
great historic struggle. In its dual character, the formula 
celebrates, with one hand, the decay of the institutions 
which had exercised sway over men’s minds and conduct; 
and, with the other hand, it signalizes the rise of the new 
social and intellectual forces. The old traditions and es- 
tablished social organizations resisted the new forces in hu- 
man life and society on their emergence, as being danger- 
ous, even mortal, rivals who came to dispute for the power 
and privileges they had hitherto exclusively enjoyed. The 
formula, instead of supplying a means of coping with and 
solving this historic struggle, offers as a solution what is 
none other than a theoretical transcript of the nature of 
the conflict itself. As a guide to understanding and action,, 
the formula is, as I said, absurd. But as a symbol of his- 
toric eyents it is deeply revealing. 

Unfortunately, when the struggle first got under way> 
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the newer forces tended to accept the established institu- 
tions at their own evaluation, namely, as necessary expres- 
sions of the very principle of authority. Finding the exist- 
ing institutions oppressive, the new movement reacted 
against authority as such and began to conceive of au- 
thority as inherently external to individuality, and inher- 
ently hostile to freedom and the social changes that the 
overt expression and use of freedom would bring to pass. 
In consequence, while the new movement should have the 
credit for breaking down a system that had grown rigid 
and unresponsive, and for releasing capacities of individ- 
uals that had been dormant, its virtual denial of the or- 
ganic importance of any embodiment of authority and so- 
cial control has intellectually fostered the confusion that 
as a matter of practical fact in any case attends a time of 
transition. More particularly, as I shall show later, the new 
movement failed to acknowledge as autho’-'tctlvc the very 
power to which it owed its own vitality, namely, that of 
organized intelligence. Such are the propositions I desire 
to advance. 

For, in the first place, I think a survey of history shows 
that while the individualistic philosophy was wrong in set- 
ting authority and freedom, stability and cii.mge, in op-^ 
position to one another, it was justified in finding the or- 
ganized institutional embodiments of authority so external 
to the new wants and purposes that were stirring as to be 
in fact oppressive. The persons and classes who exercised 
the power that comes from the possession of authority 
were hostile to the variable and fresh qualities, the quali- 
ties of initiative, invention, and cnteiprise, in which 
change roots. The power exercised was the more oppres- 
sive and obstructive because it was not just physical but 
had that hold upon imagination, emotions, and purpose 
which properly belongs to the principle of authority. Un- 
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derneath, it was not a conflict between social organization 
and individuals, between authority and freedom, but be- 
tween conservative factors in the very make-up of individ- 
uals — factors that had the strength that is derived from 
the inertia of customs and traditions engrained by long 
endurance — and the liberating, the variable and innovat- 
ing factors in the constitution of individuals. It was a 
struggle for authoritative power between the o'.d and the 
new; between forces concerned with conservation of val- 
ues that the past had produced and forces that made for 
new beliefs and new modes of human association. It was 
also a struggle between groups and classes of individuals — 
between those who were enjoying the advantages that 
spring from possession of power to which authoritative 
right accrues, and individuals who found themselves ex- 
cluded from the powers and enjoyments to which they felt 
themselves entitled. The necessity of adjusting the old and 
the new, of harmonizing the stability that comes from con- 
serving the established with the variability that springs 
from the emergence of new needs and efforts of individuals 
— this necessity is inherent in, or a part of, the very tex- 
ture of life. In the last few centuries the necessity of ef- 
fecting this adjustment has manifested itself on an unpar- 
alleled scale in the arena of human culture. The philos- 
ophy which transforms this historic and relative struggle 
into an inherent and fixed conflict between the principle 
of authority and the principle of freedom tends, when ac- 
cepted and acted upon, to present authority as purely re- 
strictive power and to leave the exercise of freedom with- 
out direction. To a considerable extent these untoward 
conditions depict our contemporary estate. 

Let me explain briefly what is meant by calling the 
struggle one between forces that belong to individuals and 
that, in the interest of individuals as such, need to be ad- 
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justed to one another. It is folly psychologically and his- 
torically to identify the structure of the individual simply 
with the elements of human nature that make for variation 
and that mark one person off from another. The force of 
habit that leads individuals to cling to that which has 
been established is a genuine part of the constitution of 
individuals. In the main, it is a stronger and deeper part 
of human nature than is desire for change. When tradition 
and social custom are incorporated in the working consti- 
tution of an individual, they have authority as a matter of 
course over his beliefs and his activities. The forces that 
exert and exercise this authority are so much and so deep 
a part of individuals that there is no thought or feeling of 
their being external and oppressive. They cannot be re- 
garded as hostile to individuals as long as they are built 
into the habitual beliefs and purposes of the individual. 
They support him and give him direction. They naturally 
compel his allegiance and arouse his devotion. Attack 
upon the authoritative institutions in which custom and 
tradition are embodied is, therefore, as naturally resented 
by the individual ; it is deeply resented as an attack upon 
what is deepest and truest in himself. 

For by far the greater number of millennia man has 
lived on the earth, man has been, for the most part, con- 
tent with things as they, from time to time, are. This is 
true even of social organizations that seem to us arbitrary 
exhibitions of despotic force. For ages untold, the human 
disposition has been to attribute divine origin and sanc- 
tion to whatever claimed for itself the authority of long 
tradition and custom. Individuals, instead of seeking 
change, are more generally afraid of it. If we were justi- 
fied in putting authority and freedom, stability and 
change, in opposition to one another, we should be com- 
pelled to conclude that for the greater period of human 
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history individuals have preferred authority and stability. 

This state of affairs has been reflected in theory. Until 
a very recent time, the accepted doctrine was that author- 
ity existed by nature; or else, by that which was beyond 
nature — the supernatural. In either case, it was held to 
exist in virtue of the inherent constitution of the universe 
and of individual man as part of the universe. In philoso- 
phy the conception that social authority exists by nature 
was formulated by Aristotle. In subsequent periods, the 
underlying idea was restated by the Stoics, in that quasi- 
idealist ic, quasi-materialistic form that has always been — 
and still is — the means by which ideas obtain their strong- 
est hold on the popular mind. The Christian philosophers 
of the Middle Ages re-enstated the doctrine of Aristotle — 
but with a significant revision. Ultimate authority, they 
said, must be sought in the supernatural Author of Nature 
and in the Redeemer of man, for in them alone does it re- 
side. This authority had its earthly representative, inter- 
preter, and agent in the divinely instituted and constituted 
Church. 

Even when the rise of secular dynastic states challenged 
the supremacy of the Church, the basic idea was not even 
questioned, let alone challenged. The secular state only 
claimed that it also existed by divine right or authority, 
and that its authority was therefore supreme in all the af- 
fairs of this life, as distinct from those of the soul in the 
life to come. Even when popular governments began to 
flourish, they continued the old idea in a weakened form: 
the voice of God was now the voice of the People. 

The new science endeavored to smooth its thorny path 
by asserting that it was engaged in thinking the thoughts 
of God after Him. The rise of new economic forces in turn 
threatened the supreme authority of existing political in- 
stitutions. But the new economic forces also claimed the 
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right to supreme authority on the ground that they were 
pure and literal expressions of natural law — in contradis- 
tinction to political laws and institutions which, in so far 
as they did not conform to the play of economic forces, 
were artificial and man-made. Economic forces, through 
their representatives, interpreters, and agents — the official 
economists and industrialists — claimed the divine preroga- 
tive to reign supreme over all human terrestrial affairs. 
The economist and industrialist and financier were the 
new pretenders to the old divine right of kings. 

The conclusion that emerges from this brief historical 
survey — a conclusion that would be confirmed by any in- 
tensive study of the field — is that the identification of the 
individual with the forces that make freely for variation 
and change, to the exclusion of those forces in his struc- 
ture that are habitual and conservative, is something new 
and recent. Speaking in general terms, the identification is 
an expression of special and specific historic events. These 
events may be condensed and summarized. New methods 
and conclusions in natural science, with their technological 
application in new modes of industrial production and 
commercial exchange of goods and services, found them- 
selves checked and limited by the institutional agencies of 
Church and State which were the possessors of actual so- 
cial power and the claimants for exclusive and rightful au- 
thority in all the variegated fields of human endeavor. In 
this conflict, the new forces defended and justified them- 
selves by restricting the very idea of authority to the ec- 
clesiastical and political powers that were hostile to their 
own free expression, and by asserting that they and they 
alone represented and furthered the interests of the indi- 
vidual and his freedom. The formula mentioned at the 
outset of this address, the formula of two separate and in- 
dependent spheres of authority and freedom, in which pri- 
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macy in case of doubt belongs to the individual and to 
freedom — this formula is the net product of the historic 
conflict. 

The final result was a social and political philosophy 
which questioned the validity of authority in any form 
that was not the product of, and that was not sanctioned 
by, the conscious wants, efforts, and satisfactions of indi- 
viduals in their private capacity — a philosophy which took 
the form of laisscz jairc in economics, and individualism 
in all other social and political affairs. Th.’s philosophy 
claimed for itself the comprehensive title of liberalism. 

Two general conclusions, it seems to me, clearly emerge. 
First, the older forms of organized power that had exer- 
cised authority were revealed as external and oppressive 
with respect to the new forces that operated through the 
medium of individuals, and as hostile, in consequence, to 
all important social change. Second, the new philosophy so 
tended to decry the very principle of authority as to de- 
prive individuals of the direction and support that are uni- 
versally indispensable both for the organic freedom of in- 
dividuals and for social stability. 

The result is the present scene of confusion, conflict, 
and uncertainty. While decrying the principle cf authority, 
and asserting the necessity of limiting the exercise of au- 
thority to the minimum needed for maintenance of police 
order, the new philosophy in fact erected the wants and 
endeavors of private individuals seeking personal gain to 
the place of supreme authority in social life. In conse- 
quence, the new philosophy, in the very act of asserting 
that it stood completely and loyally for the principle of in- 
dividual freedom, was really engaged in justifying the ac- 
tivities of a new form of concentrated power — the eco- 
nomic, which new form, to state the matter moderately, 
has consistently and persistently denied effective freedom 
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to the economically underpowered and underprivileged. 
While originating as a social force that effected widespread 
social change in opposition to, indeed in despite of, the 
powers that had authority when it began to emerge, eco- 
nomic power has now become, in its turn, an organized so- 
cial institution that resists all further social change that is 
not in accord with itself, that does not further and support 
its own interests as at present existing. 

It is for such reasons as these that I affirm that the real 
issue is not that of demarcating separate “spheres” for au- 
thority and for freedom, for stability and for change, but 
that of effecting an interpenetration of the two. We need 
an authority that, unlike the older forms in which it oper- 
ated, is capable of directing and utilizing change, and we 
need a kind of individual freedom unlike that which the 
unconstrained economic liberty of individuals has pro- 
duced and justified — we need, that is, a kind of individual 
freedom that is general and shared and that has the back- 
ing and guidance of socially organized authoritative con- 
trol. 

If the history of man in the past be taken to provide 
conclusive evidence, it would show that the problem of 
union of freedom and authority is insoluble as well as un- 
solved. We have had organized social authority that lim- 
ited the expression of the variable factors in individuals 
from which orderly and intentional change proceeds. We 
have had a time of relatively unconstrained and un- 
checked individualism, and of resultant change going on 
rapidly on a wide scale. The suppressive and stagnating 
effect of institutional authority of a political type has been 
weakened. But security, and cooperative, ordered, and 
orderly change, are conspicuous by their absence. 

It is completely possible, in my opinion, to recognize 
^ the need and important social consequences of the indi- 



THE FUTURE OF SOCIETY 


353 


vidualistic movement and yqt also see that in its past 
mode of operation it has already run its socially justified 
and justifiable course. It is possible to acknowledge not 
merely the valuable historic services it has rendered, but 
also that its assertion, practical and theoretic, of the value 
of the variable tendencies of human beings — those that 
mark off one person from another and that are expressed 
in initiative, invention, and energetic enterprise — is some- 
thing that should be permanently embodied in any future 
social order: it is possible, I say, to acknowledge all the 
admirable traits and products of the individualistic move- 
ment and yet hold that the movement as it has operated 
up to the present has suffered from a great defect, owing 
to its absolutistic opposition to the principle of organized 
authority. 

It requires little if any argument to prove that the in- 
stitutional forms in which authority has been embodied in 
the past are hostile to change. It suffices, perhaps, to recall 
that those who have labored to change the forms authorita- 
tive power had taken were denounced as heretics, as ele- 
ments subversive of social order. And, I need hardly add, 
those who are engaged in similar labor today are similarly 
denounced. The point that does require emphatic attention 
is that in spite of possession of power, and in spite of per- 
secution of heretics and radicals, no institution has in fact 
Iiad the power to succeed in preventing great changes from 
taking place. All that institutions have ever succeeded in 
doing by their resistance to change has been to dam up so- 
cial forces until they finally and inevitably manifested 
themselves in eruptions of great, usually violent and catas- 
trophic, change. 

Nor is argument necessary to prove that the individual- 
istic movement has been allied with a period of immense 
and rapid changes, many of which, taken one by one, have 



354 


THE FUTURE OF SOCIETY 


brought positive benefit to society. The facts speak so 
loudly for themselves, argument is unnecessary. The inti- 
mate connection between the new individualism and social 
change is seen in the watchwords of the movement: Initia- 
tive, Invention, Enterprise. For all of these words stand 
for the variable elements in the constitution of individuals; 
they point to the loci of departure from what has been; 
they are the signs which denote the sources of innovation. 
It is just because they are these signs that they can be so 
effectively used as watchwords, as signals that arouse the 
individual to effort and action. Indeed, the connection 
with change is so intimate that the movement produced 
that glorification of change as sure and necessary progress 
which marked the heyday of its influence. But I venture 
tlie statement that just as the past manifestation of the 
principle of authority has failed precisely where its claim 
was most vehement, namely, in the prevention, or at least 
in the guidance, of change, so the individualistic move- 
ment, taken historically and in the large, has failed to se- 
cure freedom for individuals on any commensurate scale 
— and in any assured way — even for iis temporary posses- 
sors. The individualistic movement has tended to identify 
the exercise of freedom with absence of any organized 
control, and in this way it has in fact identified freedom 
with mere dc facto possession of economic power. Instead 
of bringing freedom to those who lacked material posses- 
sions, it has imposed upon them further subjection to the 
owners of the agencies of material production and distri- 
bution. 

The scene which the world exhibits to the observer at 
the present time is so obviously one of general instability, 
insecurity, and increasing conflict — both between nations 
and within them — that I cannot conceive that any one 
will deny the desirability of effecting and enstating some 
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organic union of freedom and authority. Enormous doubt 
will well exist, however, as to the possibility of establish- 
ing any social system in which the union is practically 
embodied. This question, it will be justly urged, is the is- 
sue that emerges even if the substantial validity of the 
points so far made is admitted. In fact, it may even be 
justly urged that this question confronts us as the controh 
ling and decisive question just because, or to the degree 
that, the validity of my argument thus far is granted. 

The weight of the evidence of the past is assuredly 
strongly against the realization of any such possibility. As 
far as the idea of organized authority is concerned, the pa- 
thos of the collective life of mankind on this planet is its 
exhibition of the dire human need for some authority; 
while its ever-mounting tragedy is due to the fact that the 
need has been repeatedly betrayed by the very institu- 
tions that claimed to satisfy it. That all is not well, on the 
otiier hand, with the principle of individualistic freedom 
in the form in which it has been influential up to now, is 
shown by more than one fact in the present scene of dis- 
cord and insecurity. Above all is this manifested by the re- 
crudescence of the principle of authority in it? most ex- 
treme and primitive form — the rise of dictalorsn’ps. 

As if in substantiation of the old idea that nature ab- 
hors a vacuum, it might be contended that economic com- 
petitive individualism, free from social control, had created 
a moral and social vacuum which recourse to dictatorships 
is filling. In many countries, the demand for collective and 
organized guidance and support has become so urgent that 
the very idea of individual freedom has gone into the dis- 
card and become an ideal, not to be praised, but to by de- 
spised. The regime of economic individualistic libe/ty is 
attacked by dictatorships from both the right and the left. 
In countries in which there are no open and acknowledged 
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dictatorships, the conceptions of liberty and individualism 
seem to be losing their magic force; and security, disci- 
pline, order, and solidarity are, by social transfer, acquir- 
ing magic power in their stead. The actual concrete condi- 
tions that produce resort to dictatorships vary from coun- 
try to country. But the phenomenon is so widespread it 
demands a generalized explanation. The most obvious one 
is the virtual bankruptcy and moribund state of a regime 
of individual initiative and enterprise conducted for pri- 
vate gain and subject to no control by recognized, collec- 
tive authority. 

Neither the past nor the present affords, then, any 
ground for exp)ecting that the adjustment of authority and 
freedom, stability and change, will be achieved by follow- 
ing old paths. The idea that any solution at all can ever 
be attained may seem to some romantic and utopian. But 
the most fantastically unrealistic of all notions is the 
widely prevalent belief that we can attain enduring stable 
authority by employing or re-exhuming the institutional 
means tried in the past; equally fantastic is the belief that 
the assured freedom of individuals can be secured by pit- 
ting individuals against one another in a pitiless struggle 
for material possessions and economic power. The issue, f 
in my judgment, can be narrowed down to this question: 
Are there resources that have not as yet been tried out in 
the large field of human relations, resources that are avail- 
able and that carry with them the potential promise of 
successful application? 

In raising this question I am aware that it is almost in- 
evitable that what I have said about the human necessity 
for some kind of collective authority to give individuals 
direction in their relations with one another, and to give 
them the support that comes from a sense of solidarity, 
will appear to be a plea for a return to some kind of social. 
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control brought about through, and perpetuated by, ex- 
ternal institutional means. If my question is so taken, 
then the criticism I have made of the alliance that has 
taken place between the principle of individual freedom 
and private initiative and enterprise in economic matters 
will necessarily also seem to be merely an argument for so- 
cial control by means of a collective planned economy — 
put forward, of course, with some change in vocabulary. 
However, the argument in fact cuts in both directions. It 
indicates that while movements in the direction of collec- 
tive, planned economy may cure evils from which we are 
now suffering, it will in the end go the way of all past at- 
tempts at organization of authoritative power unless some 
hitherto untried means are utilized on a large and system- 
atic scale for bringing into life the desired and desirable 
organic coordination. Otherwise we shall finally find our- 
selves repeating on a different plane the old struggle be- 
tween social organization and individual freedom, with the 
oscillation from one principle to the other that has so 
characteristically marked the past. 

The resource that has not yet been tried on any large 
scale, in the broad field of human, social relationships is 
the utilization of organized intelligence, the manifold bene- 
fits and values of which we have substantial and reliable 
evidence in the narrower field of science. 

Within a limited area, the collective intelligence which 
is exemplified in the growth and application of scientific 
method has already become autlioritative. It is authorita- 
tive in the field of beliefs regarding the structure of nature 
and relevant to our understanding of physical events. To a 
considerable extent, the same statement holds true of be- 
liefs about historical personages and historical events — es- 
pecially with those that are sufficiently remote from the 
present time. When we turn to the practical side, we see 
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that the same method is supreme in controlling and guid- 
ing our active dealings with material things and physical 
energies. To a large and significant extent, the Baconian 
prophecy that knowledge is power of control has been real- 
ized in this particular, somewhat narrowly circumscribed 
area. To be sure, it cannot be said that intelligence, oper- 
ating by the methods that constitute science, has as yet 
completely won undisputed right and authority to control 
beliefs even in the restricted physical field. But organized 
intelligence has made an advance that is truly surprising 
when we. consider the short time in which it has func- 
tioned and the powerful foes against which it had to make 
its way: the foes of inertia, of old, long-established tradi- 
tions and habits — inertia, traditions, and habits ail of them 
entrenched in forms of institutional life that are effulgent 
with the prestige of time, that are enveloped in the glamor 
of imaginative appeal, and that are crowned, severally and 
collectively, with an emotional halo made of the values 
that men most prize. ’ 

The record of the struggle that goes by the name of 
^‘conflict between science and religion,” or, if you please, 
^‘conflict between theology and science,” was essentially a 
conflict of claims to exercise social authority. It was notf 
a conflict just between two sets of theoretical beliefs, but 
between two alignments of social forces — one which was 
old and had institutional power that it did not hesitate to 
use, and one which was new and striving and craving for 
recognition against gigantic odds. 

What is pertinent, what is deeply significant to the 
theme of the relation between collective authority and 
freedom, is that the progress of intelligence — as exempli- 
fied in this summary story of scientific advance — exhibits 
their organic, effective union. Science has made its way by 
releasing, not by suppressing, the elements of variation, of 
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invention and innovation, of novel creation in individuals. 
It is as true of the history of modern science as it is of the 
history of painting or music that its advances have been 
initiated by individuals who freed themselves from the 
bonds of tradition and custom whenever they found the 
latter hampering their own powers of reflection, observa- 
tion, and construction. 

In spite of science's dependence for its development 
upon the free initiative, invention, and enterprise of in- 
dividual inquirers, the authority of science issues from 
and is based upon collective activity, cooperatively or- 
ganized. Even when, temporarily, the ideas put forth in 
science by individuals sharply diverge from received be- 
liefs, the method used is a public and open method which 
succeeds only as it tends to produce agreement, unity of 
belief among all who labored in the same field. Every sci- 
entific inquirer, even when he deviates most widely from 
current ideas, depends upon methods and conclusions that 
are a common possession and not of private ownership, 
even though all of the methods and conclusions may at 
some time have been initially the product of private inven- 
tion. The contribution the scientific inquirer makes is col- 
lectively tested and developed and, in the measure that it 
is cooperatively confirmed, becomes a part of the common 
fund of the intellectual commonwealth. 

One can most easily recognize the difference between 
the aim and operation of the free individual in the sphere 
of science and in that of current individualistic economic 
enterprise by stretching the fancy to the point of imagin- 
ing a scientific inquirer adopting the standards of the busi- 
ness entrepreneur. Imagine the scientific man who should 
say that his conclusion was scientific and in so saying 
maintain that it was also the product of his private wants 
and efforts goading him on to seek his private advantage. 
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The mere suggestion of such an absurdity vividly discloses 
the gap that divides the manifestations of individual free- 
dom in these two areas of human activity. The suggestion 
brings into bold relief and in typical form the kind of in- 
dividual freedom that is both supported by collective, or- 
ganic authority and that in turn changes and is encour- 
aged to change and develop, by its own operations, the 
authority upon which it depends. 

The thesis that the operation of cooperative intelligence 
as displayed in science is a working model of the union of 
freedom and authority does not slight the fact that the 
method has operated up to the present in a limited and 
relatively technical area. On the contrary, it emphasizes 
that fact. If the method of intelligence had been employed 
in any large field in the comprehensive and basic area of 
the relations of human beings to one another in social life 
and institutions, there would be no present need for our 
argument. The contrast between the restricted scope of its 
use and the possible range of its application to human re- 
lations — apolitical, economic, and moral— is outstanding 
and depressing. It is this very contrast that defines the 
great problem that still has to be solved. 

No consideration of the problem is adequate that does/ 
not take into account one fact about the development of 
the modern individualistic movement in industry and 
business. There is a suppressed premise in all the claims 
and reasonings of the individualistic school. All the bene- 
ficial changes that have been produced are attributed ta 
the free play of individuals seeking primarily their own 
profit as isolated individuals. But in fact, the entire mod- 
em industrial development is the fruit of the technological 
applications of science. By and large, the economic 
changes of recent centuries have been parasitic upon the 
advances made in natural science. There is not a single 
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process involved in the production and distribution of 
goods that is not dependent upon the utilization of results 
which are consequences of the method of collective, or- 
ganic intelligence working in mathematics, physics, and 
chemistry. To speak baldly, it is a plain falsehood that the 
advances which the defenders of the existing regime point 
to as justification for its continuance are due to mere in- 
dividualistic initiative and enterprise. Individualistic ini- 
tiative and enterprise have sequestered and appropriated 
the fruits of collective cooperative intelligence. This they 
have done alon^. But without the aid and support of or- 
ganized intelligence they would have been impotent — per- 
haps even in those activities in which they have shown 
themselves to be socially most powerful. 

In sum, the great weakness of the historic movement 
that has laid claim to the title of liberalism and that has 
proclaimed its operating purpose to be that of securing 
and protecting the freedom of individuals — the great weak- 
ness of this movement has been its failure to recognize 
that the true and final source of change has been, and now 
is, the corporate intelligence embodied in» science. The 
principle, as I have already said, cuts in two directions. In 
so far as the attempts that are now being made in the di- 
rection of organized social control and planned economy 
ignore the role of scientific intelligence, in so far as these 
attempts depend upon and turn for support to external in- 
stitutional changes effected for the most part by force, 
just so far are they re-enstating reliance upon the method 
of external authority that has always broken down in the 
past. For a time, while in need of security and a sense and 
feeling of solidarity, men will submit to authority of this 
kind. But if history shows anything, it shows that the va- 
riable factors in individuals cannot be permanently sup* 
pressed or completely eradicated. The principle of individ- 
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ual freedom expressed in the modern individualistic move- 
ment is deeply rooted in the constitution of human beings. 
The truth embodied in it cannot die no matter how much 
force is brought down upon it. The tragedy of the move- 
ment is that it misconceived and misplaced the source and 
seat of this principle of freedom. But the attempt to up- 
root and eliminate this principle on behalf of the assur- 
ance of security and attainment of solidarity by means of 
external authority is doomed to ultimate defeat no matter 
what its temporary victories. 

There is no need to dwell upon the enormous obstacles 
that stand in the w^ay of extending from its present limited 
field to the larger held of human relations the control of 
organized intelligence, operating through the release of in- 
dividual powers and capabilities. There is the weight of 
past history on the side of those who are cynical or pessi- 
mistic about the possibility of achieving this humanly de- 
sirable and humanly necessary task. I do not predict that 
the extension will ever be effectively actualized. But I do 
claim that the problem of the relation of authority and 
freedom, of stability and change, if it can be solved, will 
be solved in this way. The failure of other methods and 
the desperateness of the present situation will be a spui^ 
to some to do their best to make the extension actual. 
They know that to hold in advance of trial that success is 
impossible is a way of condemning humanity to that futile 
and destructive oscillation between authoritative power 
and unregulated individual freedom to which we may 
justly attribute most of the sorrows and defeats of the 
past. They are aware of the slow processes of history and 
of the unmeasured stretch of time that lies ahead of man- 
kind. They do not expect any speedy victory in the exe- 
cution of the most difficult task human beings ever set 
their hearts and minds to attempt. They are, however, 
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buoyed by the assurance that no matter how slight the im- 
mediate effect of their efforts, they are themselves, in their 
trials, exemplifying one of the first principles of the 
method of scientific intelligence. For they are projecting 
into events a large and comprehensive idea by experimen- 
tal methods that correct and mature the method and the 
idea in the very process of trial. The very desperateness of 
the situation is, for such as these, but a spur to sustained, 
courageous effort. 




CHAPTER FIVE 


THE MODES OF SOCIETAL LIFE 

I • The Private and the Public* 

THERE is no mystery about the fact of association, of 
an interconnected action which affects the activity of sin- 
gular elements. There is no sense in asking how individu- 
als come to be associated. They exist and operate in asso- 
ciation. If there is any mystery about the matter, it is the 
mystery that the universe is the kind of universe it is. 
Such a mystery could not be explained without going out- 
side the universe. And if one should go to an outside 
source to account for it, some logician, without an exces- 
sive draft upon his ingenuity, would rise to remark that 
the outsider would have to be connected with the universe 
in order to account for anything in it. We should still be 
just where we started, with the fact of connection as a fact 
to be accepted. 

There is, however, an intelligible question about human 
association; Not the question how individuals or singu- 
lar beings come to be connected, but how they come to be 
connected in just those ways which give human communi- 
ties traits so different from those which mark assemblies 
of electrons, unions of trees in forests, swarms of insects, 
herds of sheep, and constellations of stars. When we con- 
sider the difference we at once come upon the fact that 
the consequences of conjoint action take on a new value 

♦ From The Public and Its Problem, pp. 12-2S. 

36s 
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when they are observed. For notice of the effects of con- 
nected action forces men to reflect upon the connection 
itself; it makes it an object of attention and interest. 
Each acts, in so far as the connection is known, in view 
of the connection. Individuals still do the thinking, desir- 
ing and purposing, but what they tliink of is the conse- 
quences of their behavior upon that of others and that of 
others upon themselves. 

Each human being is born an infant. He is immature, 
helpless, dependent upon the activities of others. That 
many of these dependent beings survive is proof that 
others in some measure look out for them, take care of 
them. Mature and better equipped beings are aware of 
the consequences of their acts upon those of the young. 
They not only act conjointly with them, but they act in 
that especial kind of association which manifests interest 
in the consequences of their conduct upon the life and 
growth of the young. 

Continued physiological existence of the young is only 
one phase of interest in the consequences of association. 
Adults are equally concerned to act so that the immature 
learn to think, feel, desire and habitually conduct theny 
selves in certain ways. Not the least of the consequenc^ 
which are striven for is that the young shall themselves 
learn to judge, purpose and choose from the standpoint 
of associated behavior and its consequences. In fact, only 
too often this interest takes the form of endeavoring to 
/ make the young believe and plan just as adults do. This 
instance alone is enough to show that while singular be- 
ings in their singularity thinic, want and decide, what 
they think and strive for, the content of their beliefs and 
intentions is a subject-matter provided by association. 
Thus man is not merely de facto associated, but he be- 
comes a social animal in the make-up of his ideas, senti- 
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ments and deliberate behavior. What he believes, hopes 
for and aims at is the outcome of association and inter- 
course. The only thing which imports obscurity and mys- 
tery into the influence of association upon what individual 
persons want and act for is the effort to discover alleged, 
special, original, society-making causal forces, whether in- 
stincts, fiats of will, personal, or an immanent, universal, 
practical reason, or an indwelling, metaphysical, social es- 
sence and nature. These things do not explain, for they are 
more mysterious than are the facts they are evoked to ac- 
count for. The planets in a constellation would form a 
community if they were aware of the connections of the 
activities of each with those of the others and could use 
this knowledge to direct behavior. 

We take then cur point of departure from the objective 
fact that human acts have consequences upon others, that 
some of these consequences are perceived, and that their 
perception leads to subsequent effort to control action so 
as to secure some consequences and avoid others. Follow- 
ing this clew, we are led to remark that the consequences 
are of two kinds, those which affect the persons directly 
engaged in a transaction, and those which affect others be- 
yond those immediately concerned. In this distinction we 
find the germ of the distinction between the private and 
the public. When indirect consequences are recognized 
and there is effort to regulate them, something having the 
traits of a state comes into existence. When the conse- 
quences of an action are confined, or are thought to be 
confined, mainly to the persons directly engaged in it, the 
transaction is a private one. When A and B carry on a 
conversation together the action is a trans-action: both arc 
concerned in it; its results pass, as it were, across from 
one to the other. One or other or both may be helped or 
harmed thereby. But, presumably, the consequences of ad- 
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vantage and injury do not extend beyond A and B; the 
activity lies between them; it is private. Yet if it is found 
that the consequences of conversation extend beyond the 
two directly concerned, that they affect the welfare of 
many others, the act acquires a public capacity, whether 
the conversation be carried on by a king and his prime 
minister or by Cataline and a fellow conspirator or by 
merchants planning to monopolize a market. 

The distinction between private and public is thus in 
no sense equivalent to the distinction between individual 
and social, even if we suppose that the latter distinction 
has a definite meaning. Many private acts are social; 
their consequences contribute to the welfare of the com- 
munity or affect its status and prospects. In the broad 
sense any transaction deliberately carried on between two 
or more persons is social in quality. It is a form of associ- 
ated behavior and its consequences may influence further 
associations. A man may serve others, even in the com- 
munity at large, in carrying on a private business. To 
some extent it is true, as Adam Smith asserted, that our 
breakfast table is better supplied by the convergent out- 
come of activities of farmers, grocers and butchers carry- 
ing on private affairs with a view to private profit than % 
would be if we were served on a basis of philanthropy or 
public spirit. Communities have been supplied with works 
of art, with scientific discoveries, because of the personal 
delight found by private persons in engaging in these ac- 
tivities. Ther6 are private philanthropists who act so that 
needy persons or the community as a whole profit by the 
endowment of libraries, hospitals and educational institu- 
tions. In short, private acts may be socially valuable both 
by indirect consequences and by direct intention. 

There is therefore no necessary connection between the 
private character of an act and its non-social or anti-so- 
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cial character. The public, moreover, cannot be identified 
with the socially useful. One of the most regular activities 
of the politically organized community has been waging 
war. Even the most bellicose of militarists will hardly 
contend that all wars have been socially helpful, or deny 
that some have been so destructive of social values that it 
would have been infinitely better if they had not been 
waged. The argument for the non-equivalence of the pub- 
lic and the social, in any praiseworthy sense of social, 
does not rest upon the case of war alone. There is no one, 
I suppose, so enamored of political action as to hold that 
it has never been short-sighted, foolish and harmful. There 
are even those who hold that the presumption is always 
that social loss will result from agents of the public doing 
anything which could be done by persons in their private 
capacity. There are many more who protest that some 
special public activity, whether prohibition, a protective 
tariff or the expanded meaning given the Monroe Doc- 
trine, is baleful to society. Indeed every serious political 
dispute turns upon the question whether a given political 
act is socially beneficial or harmful. 

Just as behavior is not anti-social or non-social because 
privately undertaken, it is not necessarily socially valuable 
because carried on in the name of the public by public 
agents. The argument has not carried us far, but at least 
it has warned us against identifying the community and 
its interests with the state or the politically organized com- 
munity. And the differentiation may dispose us to look 
with more favor upon the proposition already advanced: 
namely, that the line between private and public is to be 
drawn on the basis of the extent and scope of the conse- 
quences of acts which are so important as to need control, 
whether by inhibition or by promotion. We distinguish 
private and public buildings, private and public schools, 



370 XHE MODES OF SOCIETAL LIFE 

private paths and public highways, private assets and pub- 
lic funds, private persons and public officials. It is our the- 
sis that in this distinction we find the key to the nature 
and office of the state. It is not without significance that 
etymologically “private” is defined in opposition to “offi- 
cial,” a private person being one deprived of public posi- 
tion. The public consists of all those who are affected by 
the indirect consequences of transactions to such an extent 
that it is deemed necessary to have those consequences 
systematically cared for. Officials are those who look out 
for and take care of the interests thus affected. Since those 
who are indirectly affected are not direct participants in 
the transactions in question, it is necessary that certain 
persons be set apart to represent them, and see to it that 
their interests are conserved and protected. The buildings, 
property, funds, and other physical resources involved in 
the performance of this office are res puhllca, the common- 
wealth. The public as far as organized by means of offi- 
cials and material agencies to care for the extensive and 
enduring indirect consequences of transactions between 
persons is the Populus. 

II • Government and State* 

We can hardly select a better trait to serve as a mark 
and sign of the nature of a state than temporal and geo- 
graphical localization. There are associations which are too 
narrow and restricted in scope to give rise to a public, just 
as there are associations too isolated from one another to 
fall within the same public. Part of tlie problem of dis- 
covery of a public capable of organization into a state is 
that of drawing lines between the too close and intimate 
and the too remote and disconnected. Immediate contigu- 
ity, face-to-face relationships, have consequences which 

* From The Public and Its Problems, pp. 39-69. 
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generate a community of interests, a sharing of values, too 
direct and vital to occasion a need for political organiza- 
tion. Connections within a family are familiar; they arc 
matters of immediate acquaintance and concern. The so- 
called blood-tic which has played such a part in demarca- 
tion of social units is largely imputed on the basis of shar- 
ing immediately in the results of conjoint behavior. What 
one does in the household affects others directly and the 
consequences are appreciated at once and in an intimate 
way. As we say, they “come home.” Special organiza- 
tion to care for them is a superfluity. Only when the tie 
has extended to a union of families in a clan and of clans 
in a tribe do consequences become so indirect that special 
measures are called for. The neighborhood is constituted 
largely on the same pattern of association that is exempli- 
fied in the family. Custom and measures improvised to 
meet special emergencies as they arise suffice for its regu- 
lation. 

At the other limit there are social groups so separated 
by rivers, seas and mountains, by strange languages and 
gods, that what one of tliem does — save in war — has no 
appreciable consequences for another. There is therefore 
no common interest, no public, and no need nor possibil- 
ity of an inclusive state. The plurality of states is such a 
universal and notorious phenomenon that it is taken for 
granted. It does not seem to require explanation. But it 
sets up, as we have noted, a test difficult for some theories 
to meet. Except upon the basis of a freakish limitation in 
the common will and reason which is alleged to be the 
foundation of the state, the difficulty is insuperable. It is 
peculiar, to say the least, that universal reason should be 
unable to cross a mountain range and objective will be 
balked by a river current. The difficulty is not so great for 
many other theories. But only the theory which makes 
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recognition of consequences the critical factor can find in 
the fact of many states a corroborating trait. Whatever is 
a barrier to the spread of the consequences of associated 
behavior by that very fact operates to set up political 
boundaries. The explanation is as commonplace as is the 
thing to be explained. 

Somewhere between associations that are narrow, close 
and intimate and those which are so remote as to have 
only infrequent and casual contact lies, then, the province 
of a state. We do not find and should not expect to find 
sharp and fast demarcations. Villages and neighborhoods 
shade imperceptibly into a political public. Different states 
may pass through federations and alliances into a larger 
whole which has some of the marks of statehood. This 
condition, which we should anticipate in virtue of the the- 
ory, is confirmed by historical facts. The wavering and 
shifting line of distinction between a state and other forms 
of social union is, again, an obstacle in the way of theories 
of the state which imply as their concrete counterpart 
something as sharply marked off as is the concept. On the 
basis of empirical consequences, it is just the sort of thing 
which should occur. There are empires due to conques^ 
where political rule exists only in forced levies of taxes' 
and soldiers, and in which, though the word state may be 
used, the characteristic signs of a public are notable for 
their absence. There are political communities like the 
city-states of ancient Greece in which the fiction of com- 
mon descent is a vital factor, in which household gods and 
worship are replaced by community divinities, shrines, 
and cults: states in which much of the intimacy of the 
vivid and prompt personal touch of the family endures, 
while there has been added the transforming inspiration 
of a varied, freer, fuller life, whose is.sues are so momen- 
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tous that in comparison the life of the neighborhood is 
parochial and that of the household dull. 

Multiplicity and constant transformation in the forms 
which the state assumes are as comprehensible upon the 
hypothesis proposed as is the numerical diversity of inde- 
pendent states. The consequences of conjoint behavior dif- 
fer in kind and in range with changes in “material cul- 
ture/^ especially those involved in exchange of raw ma- 
terials, finished products and above all in technology, in 
tools, weapons and utensils. These in turn are immediately 
affected by inventions in means of transit, transportation 
and intercommunication. A people that lives by tending 
flocks of sheep and cattle adapts itself to very different 
conditions from those of a people which ranges freely, 
mounted on horses. One form of nomadism is usually 
peaceful; the other warlike. Roughly speaking, tools and 
implements determine occupations, and occupations de- 
termine the consequences of associated activity. In deter- 
mining consequences, they institute publics with differ- 
ent interests, which exact different types of political be- 
havior to care for them. 

In spite of the fact that diversity of political forms 
rather than uniformity is the rule, belief in the state as 
an archetypal entity persists in political philosophy and 
science. Much dialectical ingenuity has been expended in 
construction of an essence or intrinsic nature in virtue of 
which any particular association is entitled to have ap- 
plied to it the concept of statehood. Equal ingenuity has 
been expended in explaining away all divergencies from 
this morphological type, and (the favored device) in rank- 
ing states in a hierarchical order of value as they approach 
the defining essence. The Idea that there is a model pat- 
tern which makes a state a good or true state has affected 
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practice as well as theory. It, more than anything else, is 
responsible for the effort to form constitutions offhand and 
impose them ready-made on peoples. Unfortunately, when 
the falsity of this view was perceived, it was replaced by 
the idea that states ‘‘grow” or develop instead of being 
made. This “growth” did not mean simply that states al- 
ter. Growth signified an evolution through regular stages 
to a predetermined end because of some intrinsic nisus 
or principle. This theory discouraged recourse to the only 
method by which alterations of political forms might be 
directed: namely, the use of intelligence to judge conse- 
quences. Equally with the theory which it displaced, it 
presumed the existence of a single standard form which 
defines the state as the essential and true article. After a 
false analogy with physical science, it w’as asserted that 
only the assumption of such a uniformity of process ren- 
ders a “scientific” treatment of society possible. Inciden- 
tally, the theory flattered the conceit of those nations 
which, being pclitically “advanced,” assumed that they 
were so near the apex of evolution as to wear the crown of 
statehood. 

The hypothesis presented makes possible a consistently 
empirical or historical treatment of the changes in political 
forms and arrangements, free from any overriding concep- 
tual domination such as is inevitable when a “true” state 
is postulated, whether that be thought of as deliberately 
made or as evolving by its own inner law. Intrusions from 
non-political internal occurrences, industrial and techno- 
logical, and from external events, borrowings, travel, mi- 
grations, exporations, wars, modify the consequences of 
preexisting associations to such an extent that new agen- 
cies and functions are necessitated. Political forms are also 
subject to alterations of a more indirect sort. Developn 
ments of better methods of thinking bring about observa- 
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tion of consequences which were concealed from a vision 
which used coarser intellectual tools. Quickened intellec- 
tual insight also makes possible invention of new political 
devices. Science has not indeed played a large role. But 
intuitions of statesmen and of political theorists have oc- 
casionally penetrated into the operations of social forces in 
such a way that a new turn has been given to legislation 
and to administration. There is a margin of toleration in 
the body politic as well as in an organic body. Measures 
not in any sense inevitable are accommodated to after 
they have once been taken; and a further diversity is 
thereby introduced in political manners. 

In short, the hypothesis which holds that publics are 
constituted by recognition of extensive and enduring indi- 
rect consequences of acts accounts for the relativity of 
states, while the theories which define them in terms of 
specific causal authorship imply an absoluteness which is 
contradicted by facts. The attempt to find by the ‘^com- 
parative method” structures which are common to antique 
and modern, to occidental and oriental states, has involved 
a great waste of industry. The only constant is the func- 
tion of caring for and regulating the interests which accrue 
as the result of the complex indirect expansion and radia- 
tion of conjoint behavior. 

We conclude, then, that temporal and local diversifica- 
tion is a prime mark of political organization, and one 
which, when it is analyzed, supplies a confirming test of 
our theory. A second mark and evidence is found in an 
otherwise inexplicable fact that the quantitative scope of 
results of conjoint behavior generates a public with need 
for organization. What are now crimes subject to public 
cognizance and adjudication were once private ebullitions, 
having the status now possessed by an insult proffered by 
one to another. An interesting phase of the transition from 
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the relatively private to the public, at least from a limited 
public to a larger one, is seen in the development in Eng- 
land of the King’s Peace. A measure instigated by desire 
to increase the p6wer and profit of the royal dynasty be- 
came an impersonal public function by bare extension. 
The same sort of thing has repeatedly occurred when per- 
sonal prerogatives have passed into normal political proc- 
esses. Something of the same sort is manifested in contem- 
porary life when modes of private business become “af- 
fected with a public interest” because of quantitative ex- 
pansion. 

A third mark of the public organized as a state is that 
it is concerned with modes of behavior which are old and 
hence well-established, engrained. Invention is a pecul- 
iarly personal act, even when a number of persons com- 
bine to make something new. A novel idea is the kind of 
thing that has to occur to somebody in the singular sense. 
A new project is something to be undertaken and set ago- 
ing by private initiative. The newer an idea or plan, the 
more it deviates from what is already recognized and es- 
tablished in practice. By the nature of the case an innova- 
tion is a departure from the customary. Hence the resis^ 
ance it is likely to encounter. We, to be sure, live in an 
era of discoveries and inventions. Speaking generically, in- 
novation itself has become a custom. Imagination is 
wonted to it; it is expected. When novelties take the form 
of mechanical appliances, we incline to welcome them. But 
this is far from always having been the case. The rule has 
been to look with suspicion and greet with hostility the ap- 
pearance of anything new, even a tool or utensil. For an 
innovation is a departure, and one which brings in its train 
some incalculable disturbance of the behavior to which we 
have grown used and which seems “natural.” As a recent 
writer has clearly shown, inventions have made their way 
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insidiously; and because of some immediate convenience. 
If their effects, their long-run consequences, in altering 
habits of behavior had been foreseen, it is safe to say 
that most of them would have been destroyed as wicked, 
just as many of them were retarded in adoption because 
they were felt to be sacrilegious. In any case, we cannot 
think of their invention being the work of the state.* 

The organized community is still hesitant with reference 
to new ideas of a non-technical and non-technological na- 
ture. They are felt to be disturbing to social behavior; and 
rightly so, as far as old and established behavior is con- 
cerned. Most persons object to having their habits unset- 
tled, their habits of belief no less than habits of overt ac- 
tion. A new idea is an unsettling of received beliefs; other- 
wise, it would not be a new idea. This is only to say that 
the production of new ideas is peculiarly a private per- 
formance. About the most we can ask of the state, judging 
from states which have so far existed, is that it put up 
with their production by private individuals without un- 
due meddling. A state which will organize to manufacture 
and disseminate new ideas and new ways of thinking may 
come into existence some time, but such a state is a mat- 
ter of faith, not sight. When it comes it will arrive because 
the beneficial consequences of new ideas have become an 
article of common faith and repute. It may, indeed, be 
said that even now the state provides those conditions of 
security which are necessary if private persons are to en- 
gage effectually in discovery and invention. But this serv- 
ice is a by-product; it is foreign to the grounds on which 
the conditions in question are maintained by the public. 
And it must be offset by noting the extent to which the 

* The one obvious exception concerns the tools of waging war. 
With respect to them, the state has often shown itself as greedy 
r.s it has been reluctant and behindhand with reference to other in- 
ventions. 
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State of affairs upon which the public heart is most set is 
unfavorable to thinking in other than technical lines. In 
any case, it is absurd to expect the public, because it is 
called in no matter how eulogistic a sense the state, to rise 
above the intellectual level of its average constituents. 

When, however, a mode of behavior has become old and 
familiar, and when an instrumentality has come into use 
as a matter of course, provided it is a prerequisite of 
other customary pursuits, it tends to come within the 
scope of the state. An individual may make his own track 
in a forest; but highways are usually public concerns. 
Without roads which one is free to use at will, men might 
almost as well be castaways on a desert island. Means of 
transit and communication affect not only those who uti- 
lize them but all who are dependent in any way upon what 
is transported, whether as producers or consumers. The in- 
crease of easy and rapid intercommunication means that 
production takes place more and more for distant markets 
and it puts a premium upon mass-production. Thus it be- 
comes a disputed question whether railroads as w^ell as 
highways should not be administered by public officials, 
and in any case some measure of official regulation is in- 
stituted, as they become settled bases of social life. / 

In conclusion, w'c shall make explicit what has been im- 
plied regarding the relation to one another of public, gov- 
ernment and state. There have been two extreme views 
about this point. On one hand, the state has been identi- 
fied with government. On the other hand, the state, hav- 
ing a necessary existence of its own, per sc, is said then to 
proceed to form and employ certain agencies forming gov- 
ernment, much as a man hires servants and assigns them 
duties. The latter view is appropriate when the causal 
agency tlieory is relied upon. Some force, whether a gen- 
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eral will or the singular wills of assembled individuals, 
calls the state into being. Then the latter as a secondary 
operation chooses certain persons through whom to act. 
Such a theory helps those who entertain it to retain the 
idea of the inherent sanctity of the state. Concrete polit- 
ical evils such as history exhibits in abundance can be laid 
at the door of fallible and corrupt governments, while the 
state keeps its honor unbesmirched. The identification of 
the state w'ith government has the advantage of keeping 
the mind’s eye upon concrete and observable facts; but it 
involves an unaccountable separation between rulers and 
people. If a government exists by itself and on its own ac- 
count, why should there be government? Why should 
there persist the habits of loyalty and obedience which 
permit it to rule? 

The hypothesis which has been advanced frees us from 
the perplexities which cluster about both of these two no- 
tions. The lasting, extensive and serious consequences of 
associated activity bring into existence a public. In itself 
it is unorganized and formless. By means of officials and 
their special powers it becomes a state. A public articu- 
lated and operating through representative officers is the 
state; there is no state without a government, but also 
there is none without the public. The officers are still sin- 
gular beings, but they exercise new and special powers. 
These may be turned to their private account. Then gov- 
ernment is corrupt and arbitrary. Quite apart from delib- 
erate graft, from using unusual powers for private glorifi- 
cation and profit, density of mind and pomposity of be- 
havior, adherence to class-interest and its prejudices, are 
strengthened by position. ‘Tower is poison’^ was the re- 
mark of one of the best, shrewdest and most experienced 
observers of Washington politicians. On the other hand, 
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occupancy of office may enlarge a man^s views and stimu- 
late his social interest so that he exhibits as a statesman 
traits foreign to his private life. 

But since the public forms a state only by and through 
officials and their acts, and since holding official position 
does not work a miracle of transubstantiation, there is 
nothing perplexing nor even discouraging in the spectacle 
of the stupidities and errors of political behavior. The 
facts which give rise to the spectacle should, however, pro- 
tect us from the illusion of expecting extraordinary change 
to follow from a mere change in political agencies and 
methods. Such a change sometimes occurs, but when it 
does, it is because the social conditions, in generating a 
new public, have prepared the way for it; the state sets a 
formal seal upon forces already in operation by giving 
them a defined channel through which to act. Conceptions 
of ‘The State’^ as something per se, something intrinsi- 
cally manifesting a general will and reason, lend them- 
selves to illusions. They make such a sharp distinction be- 
tween the state and a government that, from the stand- 
point of the theories, a government may be corrupt and 
injurious and yet The State by the same idea retain its ir^ 
herent dignity and nobility. Officials may be mean, obsti- 
nate, proud and stupid and yet the nature of the state 
which they serve remain essentially unimpaired. Since, 
however, a public is organized into a state through its 
government, the state is as its officials are. Only through 
constant watchfulness and criticism of public officials by 
citizens can a state be maintained in integrity and use- 
fulness. 

This is a convenient place for making explicit a quali- 
fication which has to be understood throughout. The words 
“government” and “officers” are taken functionally, not in 
terms of some particular structure which is so familiar to 
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US that it leaps to the eyes when these words are used. 
Both words in their functional meaning are much wider in 
application than what is meant when we speak, say, of the 
government and officers of Great Britain or the United 
States. In households, for example, there have usually been 
rulers and ‘^heads’’; the parents, for most purposes the 
father, have been officers of the family interest. The ^^pa- 
triarchal family” presents an emphatic intensification, on 
account of comparative isolation of the household from 
other social forms, of what exists in lesser degree in almost 
all families. The same sort of remark applies to the use of 
the term “states,” in connection with publics. The text is 
concerned with modern conditions, but the hypothesis pro- 
pounded is meant to hold good generally. So to the patent 
objection that the state is a very modern institution, it is 
replied that while modernity is a property of those struc- 
tures which go by the name of states, yet all history, or al- 
most all, records the exercise of analogous functions. The 
argument concerns these functions and the mode of their 
operation, no matter what word be used, though for the 
sake of brevity the word “state,” like the words “govern- 
ment” and “officer,” has been freely employed. 

Ill • State and Society* 

The problem of the relation of individuals to associa- 
tions — sometimes posed as the relation of the individual 
to society — is a meaningless one. We might as well make a 
problem out of the relation of the letters of an alphabet to 
the alphabet. An alphabet is letters, and “society” is indi- 
viduals in their connections with one another. The mode 
of combination of letters with one another is obviously a 
matter of importance; letters form words and sentences 
when combined, and have no point or sense except in 

♦ From The Public and Its Problems^ pp. 69-74. 
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some combination. I would not say that the latier state- 
ment applies literally to individuals, but it cannot be gain- 
said that singular human beings exist and behave in con- 
stant and varied association with one another. These 
modes of conjoint action and their consequences pro- 
foundly affect not only the outer habits of singular per- 
sons, but their dispositions in emotion, desire, planning 
and valuing. 

“Society,” however, is either an abstract or a collective 
noun. In the concrete, there are societies, associations, 
groups of an immense number of kinds, having different 
ties and instituting different interests. They may be gangs, 
criminal bands; clubs for sport, sociability and eating; sci- 
entific and professional organizations; political parties and 
unions within them; families; religious denominations, 
business partnerships and corporations; and so on in an 
endless list. The associations may be local, nation-wide 
and trans-national. Since there is no one thing which may 
be called society, except their indefinite overlapping, there 
is no unqualified eulogistic connotation adhering to the 
term “society.” Some societies are in the main to be ap- 
proved ; some to be condemned, on account of their conse- 
quences upon the character and conduct of those engagea 
in them and because of their remoter consequences upon 
others. All of them, like all things human, arc mixed in 
quality; “society” is something to be approached and 
judged critically and discriminatingly. “Socialization” of 
some sort — that is, the reflex modification of wants, beliefs 
and work because of share in a united action- -is inevi- 
table. But it is as marked in the formation of frivolous, 
dissipated, fanatical, narrow-minded and criminal persons 
as in that of competent inquirers, learned scholars, crea- 
tive artists and good neighbors. 

Confining our notice to the results which are desirable, 
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it appears that there is no reason for assigning all the val- 
ues which are generated and maintained by means of hu- 
man associations to the work of states. Yet the same un- 
bridled generalizing and fixating tendency of the mind 
which leads to a monistic fixation of society has extended 
beyond the hyposlatizing of “society” and produced a 
magnified idealization of The State. All values which re- 
sult from any kind of association are habitually imputed 
by one school of social philosophers to the state. Naturally 
the result is to place the state beyond criticism. Revolt 
against the stale is then thought to be the one unforgiv- 
able social sin. 

It is quite true that most states, after they have been 
brought into being, react upon the primary groupings. 
When a state is a good state, when the officers of the pub- 
lic genuinely serve the public interests^ this reflex effect is 
of great importance. It renders the desirable associations 
solider and more coherent; indirectly it clarifies their aims 
and purges their activities. It places a discount upon in- 
jurious groupings and renders their tenure of life precari- 
ous. In performing these services, it gives the individual 
members of valued associations greater liberty and secu- 
rity: it relieves them of hampering conditions which if 
they had to cope with personally would absorb their en- 
ergies in mere negative struggle against evils. It enables 
individual members to count with reasonable certainty 
upon what others will do, and thus facilitates mutually 
helpful cooperations. It creates respect for others and for 
one’s self. A measure of the goodness of a state is the de- 
gree in which it relieves individuals from the waste of 
negative struggle and needless conflict and confers upon 
him positive assurance and reenforcement in what he un- 
dertakes. This is a great service, and there is no call to be 
niggardly in acknowledging the transformations of group 
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and personal auction which states have historically effected. 

But this recognition cannot be legitimately converted 
into the monopolistic absorption of all associations into 
The State, nor of all social values into political value. The 
all-inclusive nature of the state signifies only that officers 
of the public (including, of course, law-makers) may act 
so as to fix conditions under which any form of association 
operates; its comprehensive character refers only to the 
impact of its behavior. A war, like an earthquake, may “in- 
clude” in its consequences all elements in a given territory, 
but the inclusion is by way of effects, not by inherent na- 
ture or right. A beneficent law, like a condition of general 
economic prosperity, may favorably affect all interests in 
a particular region, but it cannot be called a whole of 
which the elements influenced are parts. Nor can the lib- 
erating and confirming results of public action be con- 
strued to yield a wholesale idealization of states in con- 
trast with other associations. For state activity is often in- 
jurious to the latter. One of the chief occupations of states 
has been the waging of war and the suppression of dissen- 
tient minorities. Moreover, their action, even when benign, 
presupposes values due to non-political forms of living tof^ 
gether which are but extended and reenforced by the pub- 
lic through its agents. 

The hypothesis which we have supported* has obvious 
points of contact with what is known as the pluralistic 
conception of the state. It presents also a marked point of 
difference. Our doctrine of plural forms is a statement of 
a fact: that there exist a plurality of social groupings, 
good, bad and indifferent. It is not a doctrine which pre- 
scribes inherent limits to state action. It does not intimate 
that the function of the state is limited to settling conflicts 
among other groups, as if each one of them had a fixed 
scope of action of its own. Were that true, the state would 
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be only an umpire to avert and remedy trespasses of one 
group upon another. Our hypothesis is neutral as to any 
general, sweeping implications as to how far state activity 
may extend. It does not indicate any particular polity of 
public action. At times, the consequences of the conjoint 
behavior of some persons may be such that a large public 
interest is generated which can be fulfilled only by laying 
down conditions which involve a large measure of recon- 
struction within that group. There is no more an inherent 
sanctity in a church, trade-union, business corporation, or 
family institution than there is in the state. Their value is 
also to be measured by their consequences. The conse- 
quences vary with concrete conditions; hence at one time 
and place a large measure of state activity may be indi- 
cated and at another time a policy of quiescence and 
laisscz faire. Just as publics and states vary with condi- 
tions of time and place, so do the concrete functions 
which should be carried on by states. There is no anteced- 
ent universal proposition which can be laid dgwn because 
of which the functions of a state should be limited or 
should be expanded. Their scope is something to be criti- 
cally and experimentally determined. 

IV • Communication and Communal Living* 

Of all affairs, communication is the most wonderful. 
That things should be able to pass from the plane of ex- 
ternal pushing and pulling to that of revealing themselves 
to man, and thereby to themselves; and that the fruit of 
communication should be participation, sharing, is a won- 
der by the side of which transubstantiation pales. When 
communication occurs, all natural events are subject to re- 
consideration and revision; they are readapted to meet 

* From Experience and Nature, pp. 166-167 ; The Public and Its 
Problems, pp. ISl-lSS; 158-159; 166-171; 176-184. 
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the requirements of conversation, whether it be public 
discourse or that preliminary discourse termed thinking. 
Events turn into objects, things with meaning. They may 
be referred to when they do not exist, and thus be opera- 
tive among things distant in space and time, through vi- 
carious presence in a new medium. 

Brute efficiencies and inarticulate consummations as 
soon as they can be spoken of are liberated from local and 
accidental contexts, and are eager for naturalization in 
any non-insula ted, communicating part of the world. 
Events when once they are named lead an independent 
and double life. In addition to their original existence, 
they are subject to ideal experimentation: their meanings 
may be infinitely combined and rc-arrangcd in imagina- 
tion, and the outcome of this inner experimentation — 
which is thought — may issue forth in interaction with 
crude or raw events. INIeanings having been deflected from 
the rapid and roaring stream of events into a calm and 
traversable canal, rejoin the main stream, and color, tem- 
per and compose its course. Where communication exists, 
things in acquiring meaning thereby acquire representa- 
tives, surrogates, signs and implicates, whicli are infinitely 
more amenalilc to management, more permanent and ac- 
commodating than events in their first estate. 

By this fashion, qualitative immediacies cease to be 
dumbly rapturous, a possession that is obsessive and an in- 
corporation that involves submergence; conditions found 
in sensations and passions. They become capable of sur- 
vey, contemplation, and ideal or logical elaboration: when 
something can be said of qualities they are purveyors of 
instruction. Learning and teaching come into being, and 
there is no event which may not yield information. A di- 
rectly enjoyed thing adds to itself meaning, and enjoy- 
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ment is thereby idealized. Even the dumb pang of an ache 
achieves a significant existence when it can be designated 
and descanted upon: it ceases to be merely oppressive and 
becomes important; it gains importance because it be- 
comes representative. It has the dignity of an office. 

Associated or joint activity is a condition of the creation 
of a community. But association itself is physical and or- 
ganic, while communal life is moral, that is emotionally, 
intellectually, consciously sustained. Human beings com- 
bine in behavior as directly and unconsciously as do at- 
oms, stellar masses and cells; as directly and unknowingly 
as they divide and repel. They do so in virtue of their 
own structure, as man and woman unite, as the baby seeks 
the breast and the breast is there to supply its need. They 
do so from external circumstances, pressure from without, 
as atoms combine or separate in presence of an electric 
charge, or as sheep huddle together from the cold. Associ- 
ated activity needs no explanation; things arc made that 
way. But no amount of aggregated collective action of it- 
self constitutes a community. For beings who observe and 
think, and whose ideas are absorbed by impulses and be- 
come sentiments and interests, ‘Sve” is as inevitable as 
*T.” But ^‘we” and ‘‘our’^ exist only when the conse- 
quences of combined action are perceived and become an 
object of desire and effort, just as ^T*’ and ‘hnlnc*’ appear 
on the scene only when a distinctive share in mutual ac- 
tion is consciously asserted or claimed. Human associa- 
tions may be ever so organic in origin and firm in opera- 
tion, but they develop into societies in a human sense only 
as their consequences, being known, are esteemed and 
sought for. Even if “society” were as much an organism 
as some writers have held, it would not on that account 
be society. Interactions, transactions, occur de jacto and 
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the results of interdependence follow. But participation in 
activities and sharing in results are additive concerns. 
They demand communication as a prerequisite. 

Combined activity happens among human beings; but 
when nothing else happens it passes as inevitably into 
some other mode of interconnected activity as does the in- 
terplay of iron and the oxygen of water. What takes place 
is wholly describable in terms of energy, or, as we say in 
the case of human interactions, of force. Only when there 
exist signs or symbols of activities and of their outcome 
can the flux be viewed as from without, be arrested for 
consideration and esteem, and be regulated. Lightning 
strikes and rives a tree or rock, and the resulting frag- 
ments take up and continue the process of interaction, and 
so on and on. But when phases of the process are repre- 
sented by signs, a new medium is interposed. As symbols 
are related to one another, the important relations of a 
course of events are recorded and are preserved as mean- 
ings. Recollection and foresight are possible; the new me- 
dium facilitates calculation, planning, and a new kind of 
action which intervenes in what happens to direct its 
course in the interest of what is foreseen and desired. ^ 

S3anbols in turn depend upon and promote communica^ 
tion. The results of conjoint experience are considered and 
transmitted. Events cannot Be passed from one to another, 
but meanings may be shared by means of signs. Wants 
and impulses are then attached to common meanings. 
They are thereby transformed into desires and purposes, 
which, since they implicate a common or mutually under- 
stood meaning, present new ties, converting a conjoint ac- 
tivity into a community of interest and endeavor. Thus 
there is generated what, metaphorically, may be termed a 
general will and social consciousness: desire and choice on 
the part of individuals in behalf of activities that, by 
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means of symbols, are communicable and shared by all 
concerned. A community thus presents an order of ener- 
gies transmuted into one of meanings which are appreci- 
ated and mutually referred by each to every other on the 
part of those engaged in combined action. “Force” is not 
eliminated but is transformed in use and direction by ideas 
and sentiments made possible by means of symbols. 

The work of conversion of the physical and organic 
phase of associated behavior into a community of action 
saturated and regulated by mutual interest in shared 
meanings, consequences which are translated into ideas 
and desired objects by means of symbols, does not occur 
all at once nor completely. At any given time, it sets a 
problem rather than marks a settled achievement. We are 
born organic beings associated with others, but we are not 
born members of a community. The young have to be 
brought within the traditions, outlook and interests which 
characterize a community by means of education: by un- 
remitting instruction and by learning in connection with 
the phenomena of overt association. Everything which is 
distinctively human is learned, not native, even though it 
could not be learned without native structures which mark 
man off from other animals. To learn in a human way and 
to human effect is not just to acquire added skill through 
refinement of original capacities. 

To learn to be human is to develop through Jhe give- 
and-take of communication an effective sense of being an 
individually distinctive member of a community; one who 
understands and appreciates its beliefs, desires and meth- 
ods, and who contributes to a further conversion of or- 
ganic powers into human resources and values. But this 
translation is never finished. The old Adam, the unregen- 
erate element in human nature, persists. It shows itself 
wherever the method obtains of attaining results by use of 
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force instead of by the method of communication and en- 
lightenment. It manifests itself more subtly, pervasively 
and effectually when knowledge and the Instrumentalities 
of skill which are the product of communal life are em- 
ployed in the service of wants and impulses which have 
not themselves been modified by reference to a shared in- 
terest. To the doctrine of ^‘natural’^ economy which held 
that commercial exchange would bring about such an in- 
terdependence that harmony \vould aut^-matically result, 
Rousseau gave an adequate answer in advance, lie pointed 
out that interdependence provides just the situation which 
makes it possible and worth while for the stronger and 
abler to exploit others for their own ends, to keep others in 
a state of subjection where they can be utilized as ani- 
mated tools. The remedy he suggested, a return to a con- 
dition of independence based on isolation, was hardly .seri- 
ously meant. Rut its desperatencss is evidence of the ur- 
gency of the problem. Its negative character was equiva- 
lent to surrender cf any hope of solution. Ey contrast it 
indicates the nature of the only possible solution: the per- 
fecting of the means and ways of communication of mean- 
ings so that genuinely shared interest in the consequences 
of interdependent activities may inform desire and effort 
and thereby direct action. 

Knowledge is a function of association and communica- 
tion; it depends upon tradition, upon tools and methods 
socially transmitted, developed and sanctioned. Faculties 
of effectual observation, reflection and desire are habits ac- 
quired under the influence of the culture and institutions 
of society, not ready-made inherent powers. The fact that 
man acts from crudely intelligized emotion and from habit 
rather than from rational consideration, is now so familiar 
that it is not easy to appreciate that the other idea was 
taken seriously as the basis of economic and political phi- 
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losophy. The measure of truth which it contains was de- 
rived from observation of a relatively small group of 
shrewd business men who regulated their enterprises by 
calculation and accounting, and of citizens of small and 
stable local communities who were so intimately ac- 
quainted with the persons and affairs of their locality that 
they could pass compotoot judgment upon the bearing of 
proposed measures with respect to their own concerns. 

The prime condition of a democratically organized pub- 
lic is a kind of knowledge and insight which does not yet 
exist. In its absence, it would be the height of absurdity 
to try to tell what it would be like if it existed. But some 
of the conditions which must be fulfilled if it is to exist 
can be indicated. We can borrow that much from the 
spirit and method of science even if we are ignorant of it 
as a specialized apparatus. An obvious requirement is free- 
dom of social inquiry and of distribution of its conclu- 
sions. The notion that men may be free in their thought 
even when they are not in its expression and dLssemlnatlon 
has been sedulously propagated. It had its origin in the 
idea of a mind complete in itself, apart from action and 
from objects. Such a consciousness presents in fact the 
spectacle of mind deprived of its normal functioning, be- 
cause it is baffled by the actualities in connection with 
which alone it is truly mind, and is driven back into se- 
cluded and impotent revery. 

There can be no public without full publicity in respect 
to all consequences which concern it. Whatever obstructs 
and restricts publicity, limits and distorts public opinion 
and checks and distorts thinking on social affairs. Without 
freedom of expression, not even methods of social inquiry 
can be developed. For tools can be evolved and perfected 
only in operation; in application to observing, reporting 
and organizing actual subject-matter; and this application 
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cannot occur save through free and systematic communi- 
cation. 

The belief that thought and its communication are now 
free simply because legal restrictions which once obtained 
have been done away with is absurd. Its currency perpetu- 
ates the infantile state of social knowledge. For it blurs 
recognition of our central need to possess conceptions 
which are used as tools of directed inquiry and which are 
tested, rectified and caused to grow in actual use. No man 
and no mind was ever emancipated mel-ely by being left 
alone. Removal of formal limitations is but a negative con- 
dition; positive freedom is not a state but an act which in- 
volves methods and instrumentalities for control of condi- 
tions. Experience shows that sometimes the sense of ex- 
ternal oppression, as by censorship, acts as a challenge and 
arouses intellectual energy and excites courage. But a be- 
lief in intellectual freedom where it does not exist contrib- 
utes only to complacency in virtual enslavement, to sloppi- 
ness, superficiality and recourse to sensations as a substi- 
tute for ideas: marked traits of our present estate with re- 
spect to social knowledge. On one hand, thinking deprived 
of its normal course takes refuge in academic specialism, 
comparable in its way to what is called scholasticism. Qli 
the other hand, the physical agencies of publicity which 
exist in such abundance are utilized in ways which consti- 
tute a large part of tlie present meaning of publicity: ad- 
vertising, propaganda, invasion of private life, the “featur- 
ing^^ of passing incidents in a way which violates all the 
moving logic of continuity, and which leaves us with those 
isolated intrusions and shocks which are the essence of 
“sensations.” 

It would be a mistake to identify the conditions which 
limit free communication and circulation of facts and 
ideas, and which thereby arrest and pervert social thought 
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or inquiry, merely with overt forces which are obstructive. 
It is true that those who have ability to manipulate social 
relations for their own advantage have to be reckoned 
with. They have an uncanny instinct for delecting w^hat- 
ever intellectual tendencies even remotely threaten to en- 
croach upon their control. They have developed an extra- 
ordinary facility in enlisting upon their side the inertia, 
prejudices and emotional partisanship of the ma.sses by 
use of a technique which impedes free inquiry and expres- 
sion. We seem to be approaching a state of government by 
hired promoters of opinion called publicity agents. But the 
more serious enemy is deeply concealed in hidden en- 
trenchments. 

Emotional habituations and intellectual habitudes on 
the part of the mass of men create the conditions of which 
the exploiters of sentiment and opinion only take advan- 
tage. Men have got used to an experimental method in 
physical and technical matters. They are still afraid of it 
in human concerns. The fear is the more efficacious be- 
cause like all deep-lying fears it is covered up and dis- 
guised by all kinds of rationalizations. One of its com- 
monest forms is a truly religious idealization of, and rev- 
erence for, established institutions; for example in our 
own politics, the Constitution, the Supreme Court, private 
property, free contract and so on. The words ‘^sacred” and 
“sanctity” come readily to our lips when such things come 
under discussion. They testify to the religious aureole 
which protects the institutions. If “holy” means that 
which is not to be approached nor touched, save with cere- 
monial precautions and by specially anointed officials, then 
such things are holy in contemporary political life. As su- 
pernatural matters have progressively been left high and 
dry upon a secluded beadi, the actuality of religious ta- 
boos has more and more gathered about secular institu- 
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tions, especially those connected with the nationalistic 
state.* Psychiatrists have discovered that one of the com- 
monest causes of mental disturbance is an underlying fear 
of which the subject is not aware, but which leads to with- 
drawal from reality and to unwillingness to think things 
through. There is a social pathology which works power- 
fully against effective inquiry into social institutions and 
conditions. It manifests itself in a thousand ways; in 
querulousness, in impotent drifting, in uneasy snatching at 
distractions, in idealization of the long established, in a 
facile optimism assumed as a cloak, in riotous glorification 
of things “as they are,^’ in intimidation of all dissenters — 
ways which depress and dissipate thought all the more ef- 
fectually because they operate with subtle and uncon- 
scious pervasiveness. 

Knowledge cooped up in a private consciousness is a 
myth, and knowledge of social phenomena is peculiarly 
dependent upon dissemination, for only by distribution 
can such knowledge be either obtained cr tested. A fact of 
community life which is not spread abroad so as to be a 
common possession is a contradiction in terms. Dissemina- 
tion is something other than scattering at large. Seeds sfe 
sown, not by virtue of being thrown cut at random, but 
by being so distributed as to take root and have a chance 
of growth. Communication of the results of social inquiry 
is the same thing as the formation of public opinion. This 
marks one of the first ideas framed in the growth of polit- 
ical democracy as it will be one of the last to be fulfilled. 
For public opinion is judgment which is formed and enter- 
tained by those who constitute the public and is about 

♦ The religious character cf nationalism has been forcibly brought 
out by Carleton Hayes, in his “Essays on Nationalism,” especially 
Chap. IV. 
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public affairs. Each of the two phases imposes for its real- 
ization conditions hard to meet. 

Opinions and beliefs concerning the public presuppose 
effective and organized inquiry. Unless there are methods 
for detecting the energies which are at work and tracing 
them through an intricate network of interactions to their 
consequences, what passes as public opinion will be “opin- 
ion” in its derogatory sense rather than truly public, no 
matter how widespread the opinion is. The power for harm 
is proportional to the number who share error as to fact 
and who partake of a false belief. Opinion casually formed 
and formed under the direction of those who have some- 
thing at stake in having a lie believed can be public opin- 
ion only in name. Calling it by this name, acceptance of 
the name as a kind of warrant, magnifies its capacity to 
lead action astray. The more wdio share it, the mo^'e injuri- 
ous its influence. Public opinion, even if it happens to be 
correct, is intermittent when it is not the product of meth- 
ods of investigation and reporting constantly at work. It 
appears only in crises. Hence its “rightness” concerns only 
an immediate emergency. Its lack of continuity makes it 
wrong from the standpoint of the course of events. It is as 
if a physician were able to deal for the moment with an 
emergency in disease but could not adapt h:s treatment of 
it to the underlying conditions which brought it about. He 
may then “cure” the disease — that is, cause its present 
alarming symptoms to subside — but he does not modify 
its causes; his treatment may even affect them for the 
worse. Only continuous inquiry, continuous in the sense 
of being connected as well as persistent, can provide the 
material of enduring opinion about public matters. 

A glance at the situation shows that the physical and 
external means of collecting information in regard to what 
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is happening in the world have far outrun the intellectual 
phase of inquiry and organization of its results. Telegraph, 
telephone, and now the radio, cheap and quick mails, the 
printing press, capable of swift reduplication of material 
at low cost, have attained a remarkable development. But 
when we ask what sort of material is recorded and how it 
is organized, when we ask about the intellectual form in 
which the material is presented, the tale to be told is very 
different. “News’’ signifies something which has just hap- 
pened, and which is new just because it deviates from the 
old and regular. But its meaning depends upon relation to 
what it imports, to what its social consequences are. This 
import cannot be determined unless the new is placed in 
relation to the old, to what has happened and been inte- 
grated into the course of events. Without coordination and 
consecutiveness, events are not events, but mere occur- 
rences, intrusions; an event implies that out of which a 
happening proceeds. Hence even if we discount the influ- 
ence of private interests in procuring suppression, secrecy 
and misrepresentation, we have here an explanation of the 
triviality and “sensational” quality of so much of what 
passes as news. The catastrophic, namely, crime, accide|rt, 
family rows, personal clashes and conflicts, are the most 
obvious forms of breaches of continuity; they supply the 
element of shock which is the strictest meaning of sensa- 
tion; they are the new par excellence, even though only 
the date of the newspaper could inform us whether they 
happened last year or this, so completely are they isolated 
from their connections. 

So accustomed are we to this method of collecting, re- 
cording and presenting social changes, that it may well 
sound ridiculous to say that a genuine social science would 
manifest its reality in the daily press, while learned books 
and articles supply and polish tools of inquiry. But the in- 
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quiry which alone can furnish knowledge as a precondi- 
tion of public judgments must be contemporary and quo- 
tidian. Even if social sciences as a specialized apparatus of 
inquiry were more advanced than they are, they would be 
comparatively impotent in the office gf directing opinion 
on matters of concern to the public as long as they are re- 
mote from application in the daily and unremitting assem- 
bly and interpretation of “news.” On the other hand, the 
tools of social inquiry will be clumsy as long as they are 
forged in places and under conditions remote from con- 
temporary events. 

What has been said about the formation of ideas and 
judgments concerning the public applies as well to the dis- 
tribution of the knowledge which makes it an effective 
possession of the members of the public. Any separation 
between the two sides of the problem is artificial. The 
discussion of propaganda and propagandism would alone, 
however, demand a volume, and could be written only by 
one much more experienced than the present writer. Prop- 
aganda can accordingly only be mentioned, with the re- 
mark that the present situation is one unprecedented in 
history. The political forms of democracy and quasi-dem- 
ocratic habits of thought on social matters have compelled 
a certain amount of public discussion and at least the sim- 
ulation of general consultation in arriving at political de- 
cisions. Representative government must at least seem to 
be founded on public interests as they are revealed to 
public belief. The days are past when government can be 
carried on without any pretense of ascertaining the wishes 
of the governed.* In theory, their assent must be secured 
Under the older forms, there was no need to muddy the 
sources of opinion on political matters. No current of en- 
ergy flowed from them. To-day the judgments popularl) 

* This was written in 1927. — Ed. 
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formed on political matters are so important, in spite of \ 
all factors to the contrary, that there is an enormous pre- 
mium upon all methods which affect their formation. 

The smoothest road to control of political conduct is by 
control of opinion. As long as interests of pecuniary profit 
arc powerful, and a public has not located and identified 
itself, those who have this interest will have an unresisted 
motive for tampering with the springs of political action in 
all that affects them. Just as in the conduct of industry 
and exchange generally the technological factor is ob- 
scured, deflected and defeated by ‘‘business,” so specifi- 
cally in the management of publicity. The gathering and 
sale of subject-matter having a public import are part of 
the existing pecuniary system. Just as industry conducted 
by engineers on a factual technological basis would be a 
very different thing from what it actually is, so the assem- 
bling and reporting of news would be a very different thing 
if the genuine interests of reporters were permitted to 
work freely. 

One aspect of the matter concerns particularly the side 
of dissemination. It is often said, and with a great appear- 
ance of truth, that the freeing and perfecting of inqu^ty 
would not have any especial effect. For, it is argued, the 
mass of the reading public is not interested in learning and 
assimilating the results of accurate investigation. Unless 
these are read, they cannot seriously affect the thought 
and action of members of the public; they remain in se- 
cluded library alcoves, and are studied and understood 
only by a few intellectuals. The objection is well taken 
save as the potency of art is taken into account. A tech- 
nical high-brow presentation would appeal only to those 
technically high-brow; it would not be news to the^masses. 
Presentation is fundamentally important, and presentation 
is a question of art. A newspaper which was only a daily 
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edition of a quarterly journal of sociology or political sci- 
ence would undoubtedly possess a limited circulation and 
a narrow influence. Even at that, however, the mere exist- 
ence and accessibility of such material would have some 
regulative effect. Cut we can look much further than that. 
The material would have such an enormous and wide- 
spread human bearing that its bare existence would be an 
irresistible invitation to a presentation of it which would 
have a direct popular appeal. The freeing of the artist in 
literary presentation, in other words, is as much a precon- 
dition of the desirable creation of adequate opinion cn 
public matters as is the freeing of social inquiry. Men’s 
conscious life of opinion and judgment often proceeds on 
a superficial and trivial plane. But their lives reach a 
deeper level. The function of art has always been to break 
through the crust of conventionalized and routine con- 
sciousness. Common things, a flower, a gleam of moon- 
light, the song of a bird, not things rare and remote, arc 
means with which the deeper levels of life arc touched so 
that they spring up as desire and thought. This process is 
art. Poetry, the drama, the novel, are proofs that the 
problem of presentation is not insoluble. Artists have al- 
ways been the real purveyors of news, for it is not the out- 
ward happening in itself which is new, but the kindling 
by it of emotion, perception and appreciation. 

We have but touched lightly and in passing upon the 
conditions which must be fulfilled if the Great Society is 
to become a Great Community; a society in which the 
ever-expanding and intricately ramifying consequences of 
associated activities shall be knowm in the full sense of 
that word, so that an organized, articulate Public comes 
into being. The highest and most difficult kind of inquiry 
and a subtle, delicate, vivid and responsive art of com 
munication must take possession of the physical machin- 
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ery of transmission and circulation and breathe life into it. 
When the machine age has thus perfected its machinery it 
will be a means of life and not its despotic master. De- 
mocracy will come into its own, for democracy is a name 
for a life of free and enriching communion. It had its seer 
in Walt Whitman. It will have its consummation when free 
social inquiry is indissolubly wedded to the art of full and 
moving communication. 

V • The Democratic Form* 

Democracy is much broader than a special political 
form, a method of conducting government, of making laws 
and carrying on governmental administration by means of 
popular suffrage and elected officers. It is that, of course. 
But it is something broader and deeper than that. The po- 
litical and governmental phase of democracy is a means, 
the best means so far found, for realizing ends that lie in 
the wide domain of human relationships and the develop- 
ment of human personality. It is, as we often say, though 
perhaps without appreciating all that is involved in the 
saying, a way of life, social and individual. The keynote 
of democracy as a way of life may be expressed, it seemf 
to me, as the necessity for the participation of every ma- 
ture human being in formation of the values that regulate 
the living of men together: which is necessary from the 
standpoint of both the general social welfare and the full 
development of human beings as individuals. 

Universal suffrage, recurring elections, responsibility of 
those who are in political power to the voters, and the 
other factors of democratic government are means that 
have been found expedient for realizing democracy as the 

♦From Democracy and Educational Administration, an address 
before the National Education Association, Feb. 22, 1937, and pub- 
lished in School and Society, April 3, 1937. 
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truly human way of living. They are not a final end and a 
final value. They are to be judged on the basis of their 
contribution to end. It is a form of idolatry to erect means 
into the end which they serve. Democratic political forms 
are simply the best means that human wit has devised up 
to a special time in history. But they rest back upon the 
idea that no man or limited set of men is wise enough or 
good enough to rule others without their consent ; the posi- 
tive meaning of this statement is that all those who are af- 
fected by social institutions must have a share in produc- 
ing and managing them. The two facts that each one is 
influenced in what he does and enjoys and in what he be- 
comes by the institutions under which he lives, and that 
therefore he shall have, in a democracy, a voice in shaping 
them, are the passive and active sides of the same fact. 

The development of political democracy came about 
through substitution of the method of mutual consultation 
and voluntary agreement for the method of subordination 
of the many to the few enforced from above. Social ar- 
rangements which involve fixed subordination are main- 
tained by coercion. The coercion need not be physical. 
There have existed, for short periods, benevolent despot- 
isms. But coercion of some sort there has been; perhaps 
economic, certainly psychological and moral. The very 
fact of exclusion from participation is a subtle form of 
suppression. It gives individuals no opportunity to reflect 
and decide upon what is good for them. Others who are 
supposed to be wiser and who in any case have more 
power decide the question for them and also decide the 
methods and means by which subjects may arrive at the 
enjo3mient of what is good for them. This form of coercion 
and suppression is more subtle and more effective than are 
overt intimidation and restraint. When it is habitual and 
embodied in social institutions, it seems the normal and 
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natural state of affairs. The mass usually become unaware 
that they have a claim to a development of their own 
powers. Their experience is so restricted that they are not 
conscious of restriction. It is part of the democratic con- 
ception that they as individuals are not the only sufferers, 
but that the whole social body is deprived of the poten- 
tial resources that should be at its service. The individuals 
of the submerged mass may not be very wise. But there is 
one thing they are wiser about than anybody else can be, 
and that is where the shoe pinches, the troubles they suf- 
fer from. 

The foundation of democracy is faith in the capacities 
of human nature; faith in human intelligence and in the 
power of pooled and cooperative experience. It is not be- 
lief that these things are complete but that if given a show 
they will grow and be able to generate progressively the 
knowledge and wisdom needed to guide collective action. 
Every autocratic and authoritarian scheme of social action 
rests on a belief that the needed intelligence is confined to 
a superior few, who because of inherent natural gifts are 
endowed with the ability and the right to control the con- 
duct of others; laying down principles and rules and di/ 
recting the ways in which they are carried out. It would 
be foolish to deny that much can be said for this point of 
view. It is that which controlled human relations in social 
groups for much the greater part of human history. The 
democratic faith has emerged very, very recently in the 
history of mankind. Even where democracies now exist, 
men^s minds and feelings are still permeated with ideas 
about leadership imposed from above, ideas that developed 
in the long early history of mankind. After democratic po- 
litical institutions were nominally established, beliefs and 
ways of looking at life and of actihg that originated when 
men and women were externally controlled and subjected 
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to arbitrary power, persisted in the family, the church, 
business and the school, and experience shows that as long 
as they persist there, political democracy is not secure. 

Belief in equality is an element of the democratic credo. 
It is not, however, belief in equality of natural endow-, 
ments. Those who proclaimed the idea of equality did not 
suppose they were enunciating a psychological doctrine, 
but a legal and political one. All individuals are entitled 
to equality of treatment by law and in its administration. 
Each one is affected equally in quality if not in quantity 
by the institutions under which he lives and has an equal 
right to express his judgment, although the weight of his 
judgment may not be equal in amount when it enters into 
the pooled result to that of others. In short, each one is 
equally an individual and entitled to equal opportunity of 
development of his own capacities, be they large or small 
in range. Moreover, each has needs of his own, as signifi- 
cant to him as those of others are to them. The very fact 
of natural and psychological inequality is all the more 
reason for establishment by law of equality of opportu- 
nity, since otherwise the former becomes a means of op- 
pression of the less gifted. 

While what we call intelligence may be distributed 
in unequal amounts, it is the democratic faith that it 
is sufficiently general so that each individual has some- 
thing to contribute, and the value of each contribution 
can be assessed only as it enters into the final pooled 
intelligence constituted by the contributions of all. 
Every authoritarian scheme, on the contrary, assumes 
that its value may be assessed by some prior princi^ 
pie, if not of family and birth or race and color or pos- 
session of material wealth, then by the position and rank 
a person occupies in the existing social scheme. The dem- 
ocratic faith in equality is the faith that each individual 
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shall have the chance and opportunity to contribute what- 
ever he is capable of contributing and that the value of 
his contribution be decided by its place and function in 
the organized total of similar contributions, not on the ba- 
sis of prior status of any kind whatever. 

I have emphasized in what precedes the importance of 
the effective release of intelligence in connection with per- 
sonal experience in the democratic way of living. I have 
done so purposely because democracy is so often and so 
naturally associated in our minds with freedom of action, 
forgetting the importance of freed intelligence which is 
necessary to direct and to warrant freedom of action. Un- 
less freedom of individual action has intelligence and in- 
formed conviction back of it, its manifestation is almost 
sure to result in confusion and disorder. The democratic 
idea of freedom is not the right of each individual to do 
as he pleases, even if it be qualified by adding “provided 
he does not interfere with the same freedom on the part 
of others.” While the idea is not always, not often enough, 
expressed in words, the basic freedom is that of freedom of 
mind and of whatever degree of freedom of action and ex- 
perience is necessary to produce freedom of intelligence./ 
The modes of freedom guaranteed in the Bill of Rights 
are all of this nature: Freedom of belief and conscience, 
of expression of opinion, of assembly for discussion and 
conference, of the press as an organ of communication. 
They are guaranteed because without them individuak are 
not free to develop and society is deprived of what they 
might contribute. 



CHAPTER SIX 


THE INDIVIDUAL IN THE NEW SOCIETY 

I • The Individual in the Cultural Crisis* 

ANTHROPOLOGICALLY speaking, we are living in a 
money culture. Our materialism, our devotion to money 
making and to having a good time, arc not things by them- 
selves. They are the product of the fact that we live in a 
money culture; of the fact that our technique and technol- 
ogy are controlled by interest in private profit. There lies 
the serious and fundamental defect of our civilization, the 
source of the secondary and induced evils to which so 
much attention is given. Critics are dealing with symp- 
toms and effects. The evasion of fundamental economic 
causes by critics both foreign and native seems to me to 
be an indication of the prevalence of the old European 
tradition, with its disregard for the body, material things, 
and practical concerns. The development of the American 
type, in the sense of the critics, is an expression of the 
fact that we have retained this tradition and the economic 
S3rstem of private gain on which it is based, while at the 
same time we have made an independent development of 
industry and technology that is nothing short of revolu- 
tionary. When our critics deal with this issue instead of 
avoiding it there will be something really doing. 

Until the issue is met, the confusion of a civilization di- 

* From Individualism Old and New. The passages have been se- 
lected and arranged from all parts of the book. Ed. 

405 



4o6 xhE individual IN NEW SOCIETY 

vided against itself will persist. The mass development, 
which our European critics tell us has submerged individ- 
uality, is the product of a machine age; in some form it 
will follow in all countries from the extension of a ma- 
chine technology. Its immediate effect has been, without 
doubt, a subjection of certain types of individuality. As 
far as individuality is associated with aristocracy of the 
historic type, the extension of the machine age will pre- 
sumably be hostile to individuality in its traditional sense 
all over the world. 

There are two “solutions^’ that fail to solve. One of 
these is the method of avoidance. This course is taken as 
far as it is assumed that the only valid type of individual- 
ity is that which holds over from the ages that anteceded 
machine technology and the democratic society it creates. 
The course that is complementary to the method of escape 
springs from assumption that the present situation is final ; 
that it presents something inherently ultimate and fixed. 
Only as it is treated as transitive and moving, as material 
to be dealt with in shaping a later outcome, only, that is, 
as it is treated as a problem, is the idea of any solution 
genuine and relevant. We may well take the formula ad-/ 
vanced by European critics as a means of developing our 
consciousness of some of the conditions of the problem. So 
regarded, the problem is seen to be essentially that of crea- 
tion of a new individualism as significant for modern con- 
ditions as the old individualism at its best was for its day 
and place. 

The first step in further definition of this problem is 
realization of the collective age which we have already en- 
tered. 

There is no word which adequately expresses what is 
taking place, “Socialism” has too specific political and eco- 
nomic associations to be appropriate. “Collectivism” is 
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more neutral, but it, too, is a party-word rather than a de- 
scriptive term. Perhaps the constantly increasing role of 
corporations in our economic life gives a clew to a fitting 
name. The word may be used in a wider sense than is con- 
veyed by its technical legal meaning. We may then say 
that the United States has steadily moved from an earlier 
pioneer individualism to a condition of dominant corpo^ 
rateness. The influence business corporations exercise in 
determining present industrial and economic activities is 
both a cause and a symbol of the tendency to combination 
in all phases of life. Associations tightly or loosely organ- 
ized more and more define the opportunities, the choices 
and the actions of individuals. The need of the present is 
to apprehend the fact that, for better or worse, we are 
living in a corporate age. 

It is of the nature of society as of life to contain a bal- 
ance of opposed forces. Actions and reactions are ulti- 
mately equal and counterpart. At present the “socializa- 
tion’^ is largely mechanical and quantitative. The system 
is kept in a kind of precarious balance by the movement 
toward lawless and reckless overstimulation among indi- 
viduals. If the chaos and the mechanism are to generate a 
mind and soul, an integrated personality, it will have to 
be an intelligence, a sentiment and an individuality of a 
new type. 

Assured and integrated individuality is the product of 
definite social relationships and publicly acknowledged 
functions. Judged by this standard, even those who seem 
to be in control, and to carry the expression of their spe- 
cial individual abilities to a high pitch, are submerged. 
They may be captains of finance and industry, but until 
there is some consensus of belief as to the meaning of fi- 
nance and industry in civilization as a whole, they cannot 
be captains of their own souls — theii beliefs and aims. 
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They exercise leadership surreptitiously and, as it were, 
absent-mindedly. They lead, but it is under cover of im- 
personal and socially undirected economic forces. Their 
reward is found not in what they do, in their social office 
and function, but in a deflection of social consequences to 
private gain. They receive the acclaim and command the 
envy and admiration of the crowd, but the crowd is also 
composed of private individuals who are equally lost to a 
sense of social bearings and uses. 

The explanation is found in the fact that while the ac- 
tions promote corporate and collective results, these results 
are outside their intent and irrelevant to that reward of 
satisfaction which comes from a sense of social fulfillment. 
To themselves and to others, their business is private and 
its outcome is private profit. No complete satisfaction is 
possible where such a split exists. Hence the absence of a 
sense of social value is made up for by an exacerbated ac- 
celeration of the activities that increase private advantage 
and power. One cannot look into the inner consciousness 
of his fellows; but if there is any general degree of inner 
contentment on the part of those who form our pecuniary 
oligarchy, the evidence is sadly lacking. As for the many, 
they are impelled hither and yon by forces beyond their 
control. 

The unrest, impatience, irritation and hurry that are so 
marked in American life are inevitable accompaniments of 
a situation in which individuals do not find support and 
contentment in the fact that they are sustaining and sus- 
tained members of a social whole. They are evidence, psy- 
chologically, of abnormality, and it is as idle to seek for 
their explanation within the deliberate intent of individ- 
uals as it is futile to think that they can be got rid of by 
hortatory moral appeal. Only an acute maladjustment be- 
tween individuals and the social conditions under which 
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they live can account for such widespread pathological 
phenomena. Feverish love of anything as long as it is a 
change which is distracting, impatience, unsettlement, ner- 
vous discontentment, and desire for excitement, are not 
native to human nature. They are so abnormal as to de- 
mand explanation in some deep-seated cause. 

Instances of the flux in which individuals are loosened 
from the ties that once gave order and support to their 
lives are glaring. They are indeed so glaring that they 
blind our eyes to the causes which produce them. Individ- 
uals are groping their way through situations which they 
do not direct and which do not give them direction. The 
beliefs and ideals that are uppermost in their conscious- 
ness are not relevant to the society in which they out- 
wardly act and which constantly reacts upon them. Their 
conscious ideas and standards are inherited from an age 
that has passed away; their minds, as far as consciously 
entertained principles and methods of interpretation are 
concerned, are at odds with actual conditions. This pro- 
found split is the cause of distraction and bewilderment. 

Because of the bankruptcy of the older individualism, 
those who are aware of the breakdown often speak and 
argue as if individualism were itself done and over with. 
I do not suppose that those who regard socialism and in- 
dividualism as antithetical really mean that individuality 
is going to die out or that it is not something intrinsically 
precious. But in speaking as if the only individualism 
were the local episode of the last two centuries, they play 
into the hands of those who would keep it alive in order 
to serve their own ends, and they slur over the chief 
problem — that of remaking society to serve the growth of 
a new type of individual. There are many who believe 
that socialism of some form is needed to realize individual 
initiative and security on a wide scale. They are con- 
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cemed about the restriction of power and freedom to a 
few in the present regime, and they think that collective 
social control is necessary, at least for a time, in order to, 
achieve its advantages for all. But they too often seem to 
assume that the result will be merely an extension of the 
earlier individualism to the many. 

Such thinking treats individualism as if it were some- 
thing static, having a uniform content. It ignores the fact 
that the mental and moral structure of individuals, the 
pattern of their desires and purposes, change with every 
great change in social constitution. Individuals who are 
not bound together in associations, whether domestic, eco- 
nomic, religious, political, artistic or educational, are mon- 
strosities. It is absurd to suppose that the ties which hold 
them together are merely external and do not jeact into 
mentality and character, producing the framework of per- 
sonal disposition. 

The tragedy of the “lost individual” is due to the fact 
that while individuals are now caught up into a vast com- 
plex of associations, there is no harmonious and coherent 
reflection of the import of these connections into the im- 
aginative and emotional outlook on life. This fact is ol^ 
course due in turn to the absence of harmony within the 
state of society. There is an undoubted circle. But it is a 
vicious circle only as far as men decline to accept — in the 
intellectual, observing and inquiring spirit — the realities 
of the social estate, and because of this refusal either sur- 
render to the division or seek to save their individuality 
by escape or sheer emotional revolt. The habit of opposing 
the corporate and collective to the individual tends to the 
persistent continuation of the coiifusion and uncertainty. 
It distracts attention from the crucial issue: How shall the 
individual refind himself in an unprecedentedly new social 
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situation, and what qualities will the new individualism 
exhibit? 

It is not too much to say that the whole significance of 
the older individualism has now shrunk to a pecuniary 
scale and measure. The virtues that are supposed to attend 
rugged individualism may be vocally proclaimed, but it 
takes no great insight to see that what is cherished is 
measured by its connection with those activities that make 
for success in business conducted for personal gain. Hence, 
the irony of the gospel of ‘individualism^’ in business con- 
joined with suppression of individuality in thought and 
speech. One cannot imagine a bitterer comment on any 
professed individualism than that it subordinates the only 
creative individuality — that of mind — to the maintenance 
of a regime which gives the few an opportunity for being 
shrewd in the management of monetary business. 

There is at least this much truth in economic determin- 
ism. Industry is not outside of human life, but within it. 
The genteel tradition shuts its eyes to this fact; emotion- 
ally and intellectually it pushes industry and its material 
phase out into a region remote from human values. To 
stop with mere emotional rejection and moral condemna- 
tion of industry and trade as materialistic is to leave them 
in this inhuman region where they operate as the instru- 
ments of those who employ them for private ends. Ex- 
clusion of this sort is an accomplice of the forces that keep 
things in the saddle. There is a subterranean partnership 
between those who employ the existing economic order for 
selfish pecuniary gain and those who turn their backs up- 
on it in the interest of personal complacency, private dig- 
nity, and irresponsibility. 

Every occupation leaves its impress on individual char- 
acter and modifies the outlook on life of those who carry 
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it on. No one questions this fact as respects wage-earners 
tied to the machine, or business men who devote them- 
selves to pecuniary manipulations. Callings may have their 
roots in innate impulses of human nature but their pur- 
suit does not merely “express” these impulses, leaving 
them unaltered; their pursuit determines intellectual hori- 
zons, precipitates knowledge and ideas, shapes desire and 
interest. This influence operates in the case of those who 
set up fine art, science, or religion as ends in themselves, 
isolated from radiation and expansion into other concerns 
(such radiation being what “application” signifies) as 
much as in the case of those who engage in industry. The 
alternatives are lack of application with consequent nar- 
rowing and overspecialization, and application with en- 
largement and increase of liberality. The narrowing in the 
case of industry pursued apart from social ends is evident 
to all thoughtful persons. Intellectual and literary folks 
who conceive themselves devoted to pursuit of pure truth 
and uncontaminated beauty too readily overlook the fact 
that a similar narrowing and hardening take place in 
them. Their goods are more refined, but they are also en- 
gaged in acquisition; unless they are concerned with use, 
with expansive interactions, they too become monopolists f 
of capital. And the monopolization of spiritual capital 
may in the end be more harmful than that of material 
capital. 

There are, I suppose, those who fancy that the emphasis 
which I put upon the corporateness of existing society in 
the United States is in effect, even if not in the writer’s 
conscious intent, a plea for greater conformity than now 
exists. Nothing could be further from the truth. Identifica- 
tion of society with a level of uniformity, whatever it be, 
high as well as low, is just another evidence of that dis- 
traction because of which the individual is lost. Society is 
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of course but the relations of individuals to one another in 
this form and that. And all relations are interactions, not 
fixed molds. The particular interactions that compose a 
human society include the give and take of participation, 
of a sharing that increases, that expands and deepens, the 
capacity and significance of the interacting factors. Con- 
formity is a name for the absence of vital interplay; the 
arrest and benumbing of communication. It is the artificial 
substitute used to hold men together in lack of associations 
that are incorporated into inner dispositions of thought 
and desire. I often wonder what meaning is given to the 
term “society” by those who oppose it to the intimacies of 
personal intercourse, such as those of friendship. Presum- 
ably they have in their minds a picture of rigid institu- 
tions or some set and external organization. But an insti- 
tution that is other than the structure of human contact 
and intercourse is a fossil of some past society; organiza- 
tion, as in any living organism, is the cooperative consen- 
sus of multitudes of cells, each living in exchange with 
others. 

We are given to thinking of society in large and vague 
ways. We should forget “society” and think of law, indus- 
try, religion, medicine, politics, art, education, philosophy 
— and think of them in the plural. For points of contact 
are not the same for any two persons and hence the ques- 
tions which the interests and occupations pose are never 
twice the same. There is no contact so immutable that it 
will not yield at some point. All these callings and con- 
cerns are the avenues through which the world acts upon 
us and we upon the world. There is no society at large, no 
business in general. Harmony with conditions is not a sin- 
gle and monotonous uniformity, but a diversified affair re- 
quiring individual attack. It is the part of wisdom to note 
the double meaning of such ideas as “acceptance.” There 
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is an acceptance that is of the intellect; it signifies facing 
facts for what they are. There is another acceptance that 
is of the emotions and will; that involves commitment of 
desire and effort. So far are the two from being identical 
that acceptance in the first sense is the precondition of all 
intelligent refusal of acceptance in the second sense. 
There is a prophetic aspect to all observation; we can 
perceive the meaning of what exists only as we forecast 
the consequences it entails. When a situation is as con- 
fused and divided within itself as is the present social es- 
tate, choice is implicated in observation. As one perceives 
different tendencies and different, possible consequences, 
preference inevitably goes out to one or the other. Be- 
cause acknowledgment in thought brings with it intelli- 
gent discrimination and choice, it is the first step out of 
confusion, the first step in forming those objects of signifi- 
cant allegiance out of which stable and efficacious individ- 
uality may grow. It might even perform the miracle of 
rendering conservatism relevant and thoughtful. It cer- 
tainly is the prerequisite of an anchored liberalism. 

Individuality is inexpugnable because it is a manner of 
distinctive sensitivity, selection, choice, response and uti- 
lization of conditions. For this reason, if for no other, it is 
impossible to develop integrated individuality by any all- 
embracing system or program. No individual can make 
the determination for anyone else; nor can he make it for 
himself all at once and forever. A native manner of selec- 
tion gives direction and continuity, but definite expression 
is found in changing occasions and varied forms. The se- 
lective choice and use of conditions have to be continually 
made and remade. Since we live in a moving world and 
change with our interactions in it, every act produces a 
new persp)ective that demands a new exercise of prefer- 
ence. If, in the long run, an individual remains lost, it is 
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because he has chosen irresp)onsibility; and if he remains 
wholly depressed, it is because he has chosen the course of 
easy parasitism. 

Individuality is at first spontaneous and unshaped; it is 
a potentiality, a capacity of development. Even so, it is a 
unique manner of acting in and with a world of objects 
and persons. It is not something complete in itself, like a 
closet in a house or a secret drawer in a desk, filled with 
treasures that are waiting to be bestowed on the world. 
Since individuality is a distinctive way of feeling the im- 
pacts of the world and of showing a preferential bias in 
response to these impacts, it develops into shape and form 
only through interaction with actual conditions; it is no 
more complete in itself than is a painter’s tube of paint 
without relation to a canvas. The work of art is the truly 
individual thing; and it is the result of the interaction of 
paint and canvas through the medium of the artist’s dis- 
tinctive vision and power. In its determination, the poten- 
tial individuality of the artist takes on visible and endur- 
ing form. The imposition of individuality as something 
made in advance always gives evidence of a mannerism, 
not of a manner. For the latter is something original and 
creative; something formed in the very process of creation 
of other things. 

The future is always unpredictable. Ideals, including 
that of a new and effective individuality, must themselves 
be framed out of the possibilities of existing conditions, 
even if these be the conditions that constitute a corporate 
and industrial age. The ideals take shape and gain a con- 
tent as they operate in remaking conditions. We may, in 
order to have continuity of direction, plan a program of 
action in anticipation of occasions as they emerge. But a 
program of ends and ideals if kept apart from sensitive 
and flexible method becomes an encumbrance. For its 
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hard and rigid character assumes a fixed world and a 
static individual; and neither of these things exists. It im- 
plies that we can prophesy the future — an attempt which 
terminates, as someone has said, in prophesying the past 
or in its reduplication. 

II • The Economic Basis of the New Society* 

The imminence of the “next world war” has caused the 
last World War to recede from thought, discussion and 
imagination except in negative ways. During the progress 
of the World War positive attitudes and hopes were gen- 
erated and positive plans and objectives put forward for 
the creation of a better human society. The fact that 
these hopes were betrayed and objectives failed to be real- 
ized is evidence of our failure to take advantage of the op- 
portunity that was unquestionably there. It is not a con- 
demnation of those hopes and objectives. 

The constructive thought of that period centered about 
two comprehensive objectives; the establishment of a sys- 
tem of international law that would ensure peaceful rela- 
tions between nations; and the reorganization of the so- 
cial and economic relations within nations. Passing over 
the former objective, let us consider the latter .f ! 

I quote the statement I made then concerning the ob- 
jectives for internal social reorganization then afoot, plans 
and programs, it may be pointed out, which claimed the 
attention not only of progressive individuals but of polit- 
ical parties. Unfortunately, I need make no apology for 
quoting from an article written nearly twenty years ago. 
The evils existing then still exist now, the things needing 
to be done then still need to be done now. 

“The first of the deficiencies which will have to be 

♦ Written specially for this volume. — ^Ed. 

t“The former objective*’ is the subject of Chapter Nine.— Ed. 
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cared for in any effective reorganization which may take 
place after the war is the failure of our social order in the 
past to secure to its members steady and useful employ- 
ment. It would be difficult to bring any more severe in- 
dictment against anything that calls itself a civilization, 
than the fact that it is not able to utilize the energy, phys- 
ical, intellectual and moral, of the members who are desir- 
ous and anxious of rendering some kind of service, of pro- 
ducing some kind of needed and useful commodity; that it 
has not been able systematically to give all of its members 
a chance to do something. The evil, and the unnecessary 
character of the evil of unemployment is, then, the thing 
which I would put first, because it represents, in anything 
that professes to be civilization, the most obvious and 
definite point of weakness. 

^‘Now, this is serious, not merely from the standpoint of 
the enormous poverty and misery which insecure and pre- 
carious employment entails upon a large part of the popu- 
lation, but, if possible, even more serious because of the 
undermining of morale, of character, which comes with 
such a situation as this. We all know how demoralizing 
charity is. Every society of organized charity is teaching 
and constantly preaching the evils of indiscriminate char- 
ity, how it destroys the character of those who become its 
recipients. Cannot we generalize this lesson and apply it 
to the whole industrial situation? What is the effect upon 
the self-respect of the large classes of men and women 
who periodically, once in so often, find themselves in large 
numbers thrown out of employment, and find that they 
have to beg, not for charity, but for even a chance to do 
work in turning out commodities or in rendering services 
which society actually needs? The undermining of confid- 
ence in oneself, of respect for oneself, the undermining of 
faith or belief in the world and in others that comes be- 
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cause of precarious and insecure tenure of employment is 
I think impossible to overestimate. When people find that 
they cannot do things that they are capable of doing, the 
attitude that cotnes toward the world is either one of im- 
potence and enfeeblement, or else one of bitterness and 
hostility. Now, these things are, perhaps, sufficiently ob- 
vious. They are not new. There was plenty of discussion 
of the problem of unemployment and the remedies for it, 
before the war, but the war in its conduct has made the 
consciousness of it more acute and more general, and it 
has shown that the problem is not inevitable, that it is ca- 
pable of human administration and handling. It has 
proved that it is possible for men, pooling and organizing 
their intelligence and experience, and having the authority 
of the government behind them, to take hold of the indus- 
trial and economic processes and see to it, even in a pe- 
riod of such great stress as during the war, that no man 
or woman who is capable of work shall lack useful, 
steady, and reasonably remunerative employment. 

‘The second evil is the degraded and inhuman stand- 
ard, or scale, of living which is found on the part of so 
many of the industrial population — of course, partly as a 
consequence of chronic employment or, at least, insecure^ 
employment, but partly because of the low rate of return 
for employment. We are accustomed, of course, to con- 
nect low wages and lack of work with poverty and suffer- 
ing, but we too often fail to translate poverty and the 
misery that goes with it into terms of the general vitia- 
tion, the general deterioration of the scale of life on the 
part of a large element of the population. We fail to note 
what an unhuman lowering it means of the standard of 
physical health — though here again was a point that was 
being agitated more and more, even before the war, in- 
volving a consideration of the question of the socially un- 
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necessary deaths, illnesses, accidents and incapacitations 
that come from the bad economic conditions under which 
so much of modern industry is carried on. We need only 
to think of the conditions under which masses of our pop- 
ulations live, not merely in the slums, but wherever there 
is a congested industrial population, to realize how lowj 
as compared with the attained standards of the well-to-do 
element of the population their plane of living really is. 

^^In the third place, the war has revealed the seriou? 
weaknesses and defects which exist with respect to effi- 
ciency of production and distribution. Now, this is the 
particular phase of the matter upon which our existing old 
social order most prided itself. It might have admitted 
that it had not done so well with the human side of the 
problem, but it has been contended that, so far as effi- 
ciency in the invention, organization and utilization of the 
machinery of production and distributipn is concerned, 
the present age is almost infinitely in advance of any that 
has preceded. Of course, in a certain sense, as compared 
with older civilizations — those that came before the great 
industrial revolution — this is true enough; for these me- 
chanical inventions are, of course, the product of scientific 
discovery. They are the product of the release of men’s 
minds in the study of nature and the mystery of natural 
forces. It is a great mistake to suppose that our mechan- 
ical inventions of machines and implements — the steam 
engine, the telegraph, the telephone, the motor car, and 
the other agencies of production and distribution — ^are the 
actual fruit of the present industrial order. On the con- 
trary, they are the fruit of the discoveries of a compara- 
tively small number of scientific men who have not labor- 
ed for recognition and who have never got it, very much 
— at least, in the way of pecuniary recognition. It simply 
happened that conditions were such that the men of means. 
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men possessed of the financial and pecuniary resources, 
could utilize these fruits of natural science. 

“Furthermore, efficiency is not an absolute thing; but, 
of course, as every engineer tells us, it is a matter of ratio. 
Efficiency is a matter of the ratio which the actual output 
bears to the available resources; and looked at from that 
standpoint, not in comparison with the output of past 
ages, but as a matter of ratio which exists now between 
the present output and the resources now available, we 
cannot pride ourselves on having attained any great 
amount of even industrial efficiency in production. I need 
hardly remind you of the fact that when greater efficiency 
was required in England and in this country, the govern- 
ment had to take charge of the distributing agencies, the 
railroads. I need not remind you of the breakdown in the 
production and distribution of coal, from which we suf- 
fered; and however much or however little the blame 
for that is to be laid at the doors of any particular indi- 
viduals, the real difficulty, of course, goes much further 
back. It goes back to the fact that we have had produc- 
tion and distribution organized on a non-social basis — a 
basis of pecuniary profit. And when they suddenly had to 
be switched over ta the basis of public need and public / 
service, they naturally broke down. The great inefficiency 
here is, however, the failure to utilize human power. The 
great advance has, of course, been in the utilizing of na- 
tural power — ^steam and electricity, the machines, imple- 
ments, and so on; but we have not succeeded in engaging, 
enlisting and releasing available human energy. 

“The first great demand of a better social order, I should 
say, then, is the guarantee of the right, to every individual 
who is capable of it, to ytoA . — ^not the mere legal right, 
but a right which is enforceable so that the individual 
will always have the opportunity to engage ki some form 
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of useful activity; and if the ordinary economic machinery 
breaks down through a crisis of some sort, then it is the 
duty of the state to come to the rescue and see that indi- 
viduals have something to do that is worth while — ^not 
breaking stone in a stone yard, or something else to get a 
soup ticket with, but some kind of productive work which 
a self-respecting person may engage in with interest and 
with more than mere pecuniary profit. Whatever may be 
said about the fortunes of what has technically been called 
socialism, it would seem to be simply the part of ordinary 
common sense that society should reorganize itself to 
make sure that individuals can make a living and be kept 
going, not by charity, but by having productive work to 
do. 

“In the second place, war has revealed the possibilities 
of intelligent administration — ^administration which could 
be used to raise and maintain on a higher level the general 
standard and scale of living. The minimum wage is not 
one of the visions of the nations that have been longer in 
the war than we have; it is not, with them, a dream, an 
uplift notion: it is an accomplished fact. Great Britain 
is already spending an immense amount of money for the 
housing of its laborers, and, as we have found out in 
connection with our shipping program, we cannot do what 
we have got to do, unless we first see to it that there are 
decent, comfortable and sanitary housing facilities for the 
population. One of the demands which has already been 
made in England, which would help, also, to take care 
of the unemployment problem after the war, is that this 
great work of housing, conducted under national social 
auspices, shall go on until the slums, with their bad sani-. 
tary, moral, and bad esthetic influence, have disappeared 
and every individual has a home to live in and surround- 
ings to live in which observe the ordinary amenities of 
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human life. The movements for insurance agaihst ac- 
cident, insurance against illness, insurance against the 
contingencies of old age, which were already active before 
the war, have also, of course, been given a tremendous 
acceleration. 

“The third phase that I mention is the need of secur- 
ing greater industrial autonomy, that is to say, greater 
ability on the part of the workers in any particular trade 
or occupation to control that industry, instead of working 
under these conditions of external control where they 
have no interest, no insight into what they are doing, and 
no social outlook upon the consequences and meaning of 
what they are doing. This means an increasing share given 
to the laborer, to the wage earner, in controlling the con- 
ditions of his own activity. It is so common to point out 
the absurdity of conducting a war for political democracy 
which leaves industrial and economic autocracy practi- 
cally untouched, that I think we are absolutely bound to 
see, after the war, either a period of very great unrest, 
disorder, drifting, strife — I would not say actual civil war, 
but all kinds of irregular strife and disorder, or a move- 
ment to install the principle of self-government within in- 
dustries. 

“These three things, then, seem to me the essential mini- 
mum elements of an intelligent program of social reorgan- 
ization.’* 

The idea of reconstruction was at the time the foregoing 
was written something to conjure with. In retrospect, we 
may come to the conclusion, widely prevalent today, that 
the whole idea 'of social reorganization was an illusion 
bred of the excited state of mind of the war. If that idea 
seems an illusion today, it is because we failed to learn 
the lesson, which could be truly learned only by canying 
it out into practice. If we fail to learn the lessons of the 
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present day — in fundamental respects identical with those 
of twenty years ago — then we may be sure that twenty 
years hence our present most ardent hopes and inspired 
programs will also be dismissed as illusions. 

To quote again: 

“Now, in such a situation as this, we are not, I think, 
entitled to unthinking optimism about the certainty of 
great progress or about the particular direction which so- 
cial reorganization will take after the war. There is going 
to be, of course, a very great demand and a very great 
pressure, especially from the side of labor, but there will 
also be a very great inertia, very great obstacles and diffi- 
culties to contend with. We are not entitled to assume 
that automatically there is going to be a desirable reor- 
ganization and reconstruction after the war. We may, pos- 
sibly — it is conceivable — ^go through a long period of so- 
cial drifting and social unrest. The question is whether so- 
ciety, because of the experience of the war, will learn to 
utilize the intelligence, the insight and foresight which are 
available, in order to take hold of the problem and to go 
at it, step by step, on the basis of an intelligent program 
— a program which is not too rigid, which is not a pro- 
gram in the sense of having every item definitely sched- 
uled in advance, but which represents an outlook upon 
the future of the things which most immediately require 
doing, trusting to the experience which is got in doing 
them to reveal the next things needed and the next steps 
to be taken. Now, the one great thing that the war has ac- 
complished, it seems to me, of a permanent sort, is the en- 
forcement of a psychological and educational lesson. Be- 
fore the war, most persons would have said, who recog- 
nized these evils: Well, they are very great. We all recog- 
nize them. We deplore them, but the whole situation is so 
big and so complicated that it is not possible to do any- 
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thing about it. We have got to wait for the slow process of 
evolution. We have got to wait for the working out of un- 
conscious, natural law to accomplish anything serious and 
important in the way of reorganization. Well, I think the 
war has absolutely put an end to the right to the claim of 
anybody to say things of that sort. It is proved now that 
it is possible for human beings to take hold of human af- 
fairs and manage them, to see an end which has to be 
gained, a purpose which must be fulfilled, and deliberately 
and intelligently to go to work to organize the means, the 
resources and the methods of accomplishing those results. 

“It seems to me that we cannot in any good conscience 
return, after the war, to the old period of drifting, so- 
called evolution, as a necessary method of procedure. The 
real question with us will be one of effectively discerning 
whether intelligent men of the community really want to 
bring about a better reorganized social order. If the desire, 
the will and the purpose are strong enough, it has been 
demonstrated that, under conditions of very great strain — 
abnormal strain and pressure — ^human beings can get to- 
gether cooperatively and bring their physical resources 
and their intellectual resources to bear upon the problem 
of managing society, instead of letting society drift along 
more or less at the mercy of accident.”* 

Events after the war in this country seemed to give the 
lie to the hopes then entertained. “Return to Normalcy” 
was not only the slogan but the practice — “normalcy” 
meaning the old social-economic regime. Attempts at rad- 
ical social change were defeated in Europe in every coun- 
try save Russia. Italy and Germany moved into Fascist 
dictatorships and other European and South American 

* All quotations from an article entitled “Internal Social Reor- 
ganization After the War,” first printed in the Journal of Race De~ 
velopmenl, April 1918; reprinted in Characters and Events, vol. II 
pp. 74S ff. 
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countries in that direction. Social reorganization did take 
place but in a direction opposite to that of the hopes en- 
tertained by liberals and radicals in the earlier period. 
Nevertheless, the forecast of “serious internal disorder and 
unrest” has been fulfilled. 

After the world depression of 1929, the earlier idea of 
reconstruction revived, not under that name but, in this 
country, under the slogan of the New Deal. It has become 
increasingly evident that the conditions which caused the 
World War remain in full force, intensified indeed by the 
growth of exacerbated Nationalism — which is the direction 
in which “internal social reorganization” has in fact main- 
ly moved. Failure of the world communities to “meet and 
forestall” needed change with “sympathy and intelligence” 
has left us with the old problems unsolved and new ones 
added. 

The change is not, however, a matter of mere addition. 
Re-grouping of forces has crystallized forces which were 
more or less in solution and has given a new face, theoret- 
ically and practically, to the whole set of social problems 
that is involved. The urgent and central question at the 
present time is whether the needed economic-social 
changes (with which legal and political changes are bound 
up) can be effected in ways which preserve and develop 
what was fundamental in earlier liberalism, or whether so- 
cial control is to be instituted by means of coercive gov- 
ernmental control from above in ways which destroy for 
a time (a time whose length cannot now be measured) all 
that was best worth conserving in older democratic ideas 
and ideals: intellectual and moral freedom; freedom of in- 
quiry and expression; freedom of association in work, rec- 
reation and for religious purposes; the freedom of inter- 
course among nations which, always hampered by tariff- 
walls and fear of war, is now deliberately suppressed in 
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many countries by a multitude of new technical devices. 

This new face of the problem is far from being exhib- 
ited solely in Fascist nations, although in them the sup- 
pression of liberties of thought, expression and teaching; 
the dissolution of voluntary groupings, such as trade un- 
ions; the threat to voluntary association for worship; and 
the prevention of free intercourse with other nations have 
their most marked expression. Nor is the problem confined 
to the one country in which reconstruction in the line of 
collectivist control during the early period after the World 
War made the most headway; for, contrary to the earlier 
belief in the “withering away of the State,’' governmental 
restriction of the essential liberties for which democracy 
stood has reached, through control of thought, expression, 
propaganda and direct coercion, a point in which there is 
little difference discernible between the U.S.S.R. and Fa- 
scist countries. 

The fundamental problem is also acute in the countries 
that remain democratic in form and that so far have main- 
tained, though with many violations, the ancient demo- 
cratic liberties of free inquiry, free assembly, and freedom 
of voluntary association. For in these countries we have to 
a very large extent a continuation of the older policy of so/ 
cial drifting plus an amount of social tinkering accom- 
panied by social unrest and uncertainty. Experience has 
proved that this policy is attended by economic collapse 
and breakdowns of ever increasing severity. As long as the 
alternatives set before us are rigid governmental control 
on the one hand, whether of the Fascist or the Russian 
type, and “democracy” of the drifting type on the other 
hand, the question to which I referred in the article 
quoted, “whether society will learn to utilize the intelli- 
gence, the insight and foresight which are available to go 
at the problem” of economic-social readjustment remains 
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and is even more urgent today in this country than it was 
when the words were first written. 

How much progress has been made in the intervening 
years? How does the situation now stand? We have a rec- 
ognition which did not exist before of social responsibility 
for the care of the unemployed whose resources are ex- 
hausted in consequence of unemployment. But at best, the 
method we employ is palliative: it comes after the event. 
The positive problem of instituting a social-economic order 
in which all those capable of productive work will do the 
work for which they are fitted remains practically un- 
touched. As a result, the conduct of relief and charitable 
care is almost never at what was termed “at the best.’^ 
The personal deterioration that results from enforced 
idleness is a coercion which excludes the idle from the 
factors that contribute most effectively to decent self-re- 
spect and to personal development. While the mass of un- 
employed have met the situation with patience and even 
dignity, there can be no question that the corroding in- 
fluence of living without work, upon the charity of others, 
private and public, is operating. In the long run, it would 
be difficult to find anything more destructive of the best 
elements of human nature than a continued prospect of 
living, at least of subsisting, in more or less parasitical de- 
pendence upon charity, even if it is public. 

In saying these things, I am expressing no sympathy fot 
those who complain about the growing amount of money 
spent upon taking care of those thrown out of productive 
work and the consequent increase in taxation. Much less 
am I expressing sympathy with the reckless charges 
brought against the unemployed of loving idleness and 
wishing to live at the expense of society. Such complaints 
and charges are the product of refusal to look at the 
causes which produce the situation and of desire to find 
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an alibi for their refusal to do anything to remove the 
causes — causes which are inherent in the existing social- 
economic regime. The problem of establishing social con- 
ditions which will make it possible for all who are capable 
to do socially productive work is not an easy one. I am 
not engaging in criticism because it has not been solved. I 
am pointing out that the problem is not even being 
thought much about, not to speak of being systematically 
faced. The reason for the great refusal is clear. To face it 
would involve the problem of remaking a profit system 
into a system conducted not just, as is sometimes said, in 
the interest of consumption, important as that is, but also 
in the interest of positive and enduring opportunity for 
productive and creative activity and all that that signifies 
for the development of the potentialities of human nature. 

What gain has been made in the matter of establishing 
conditions that give the mass of workers not only what Is 
called “security” but also constructive interest in the work 
they do? What gain has been made in giving individuals, 
the great mass of individuals, an opportunity to find them- 
selves and then to educate themselves for what they can 
best do in work which is socially useful and such as to 
give free play in development of themselves? The manag-^ 
ers of industries here and there have learned that it pays 
to have conditions such that those who are employed know 
enough about what they are doing so as to take an interest 
in it. Educators here and there are awake to the need of 
discovering vocational and occupational abilities and to the 
need of readjusting the school system to build upon what 
is discovered. But the basic trouble is not the scantiness 
of efforts in these directions, serious as is their paucity. It 
is again that the whole existing industrial system tends to 
nullify in large measure the effects of these efforts even 
when they are made. The problem of the adjustment of 
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individual capacities and their development to actual oc- 
cupations is not a one-sided or unilateral one. It is bilat- 
eral and reciprocal. It is a matter of the state of existing 
occupations, of the whole set-up of productive work, of 
the structure of the industrial system. Even if there were 
a much more widespread and searching concern with the 
capacities of individuals and much more preparation of 
them along the lines of their inherent fitness and needs 
than now exists, what assurance is there in the existing 
system that there will be opportunity to use their gifts 
and the education they have obtained? As far as the mass 
is concerned, we are now putting the social cart before the 
social horse. 

If we take the question of production, what do we find? 
I pass by the basic fact that real production is completed 
only through distribution and consumption, so that mere 
improvement in the mechanical means of mass production 
may, and does, intensify the problem instead of solving it. 
I pass it over here because recurring crises and depres- 
sions, with the paradox of want amid plenty, has forced 
the fact upon the attention of every thoughtful person. 
The outcome is sufficient proof that the problem of pro- 
duction cannot be solved in isolation from distribution 
and consumption, I want here to call attention rather to 
the fact that the present method of dealing with the prob- 
lem is restriction of productive capacity. For scarcity of 
materials and surplus of those who want to work is the 
ideal situation for profit on the part of those situated to 
take advantage of it. Restriction of production at the very 
time when expansion of production is most needed has 
long been the rule of industrialists. Now the Government 
is adopting the same policy for agriculturalists. Those 
who practice restriction of production in their own busi- 
nesses cry out loudly when the Government, following 
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their example, intervenes to kill pigs, plow under cotton, 
and reduce the crop of cereals, and does it, moreover, when 
there is the most urgent need for food. Here again, as in 
the case of public relief, critics prefer to complain about 
symptoms rather than to face the cause: The inherent exi- 
gencies of the existing social-economic system. Anyone can 
wax eloquent about the high social function of those who 
farm, mine and quarry, providing the raw materials not 
only of food, clothing and shelter but also of all 
later forms of production of both capital and consumer 
goods. Anyone can wax pathetic over the plight of agricul- 
ture. But under present conditions, the former course is to 
put the burden of carrying society upon the class now 
least competent to bear it, and the latter course is to en- 
gage in idle sentiment. 

The ultimate problem of production is the production 
of human beings. To this end, the production of goods is 
intermediate and auxiliary. It is by this standard that the 
present system stands condemned. ‘‘Security’^ is a means, 
and although an indispensable social means, it is not the 
end. Machinery and technological improvement are means, 
but again are not the end. Discovery of individual need|r 
and capacities is a means to the end, but only a means." 
The means have to be implemented by a social-economic 
system that establishes and uses the means for the pro- 
duction of free human beings associating with one another 
on terms of equality. Then and then only will these means 
be an integral part of the end, not frustrated and self-de- 
feating, bringing new evils and generating new problems. 

The problem today remains one of using available intel- 
ligence, of employing the immense resources science has 
put at our disposal: a pooled and coordinated social in- 
telligence, not the mere scattered individualized intelli- 
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gences of persons here and there, however high their 
I.Q.’s may be. Mere individual intellectual capacities are 
as ineffective as are mere personal good intentions. The ex- 
istence of social objective intelligence brings us back to 
the point where we started. Social control effected through 
organized application of social intelligence is the sole form 
of social control that can and will get rid of existing evils 
without landing us finally in some form of coercive control 
from above and outside. 

A great tragedy of the present situation may turn out 
to be that those most conscious of present evils and of the 
need of thorough-going change in the social-economic sys- 
tem will trust to some short-cut way out, like the method 
of civil war and violence. Instead of relying upon the con- 
stant application of all socially available resources of 
knowledge and continuous inquiry they may rely upon the 
frozen intelligence of some past thinker, sect and party 
cult: frozen because arrested into a dogma. 

That “intelligence,’' when frozen in dogmatic social 
philosophies, themselves the fruit of arrested philosophies 
of history, generates a vicious circle of blind oscillation is 
tragically exemplified in the present state of the world. 
What claims to be social planning is now found in Com- 
munist and Fascist countries. The social consequence is 
complete suppression of freedom of inquiry, communica- 
tion and voluntary association, by means of a combination 
of personal violence, culminating in extirpation, and sys- 
tematic partisan propaganda. The results are such that in 
the minds of many persons the very idea of social planning 
and of violation of the integrity of the individual are be^ 
coming intimately bound together. But an immense differ- 
ence divides the planned society from a continuously plan- 
ning society. The former requires fixed blueprints imposed 
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from above and therefore involving reliance upon physical 
and psychological force to secure conformity to them. The 
latter means the release of intelligence through the widest 
form of cooperative give-and-take. The attempt to plan so- 
cial organization and association without the freest possible 
play of intelligence contradicts the very idea in social 
planning. For the latter is an operative method of activity, 
not a predetermined set of final “truths.” 

When social “planning” is predicated on a set of final” 
truths, the social end is fixed once for all, and the “end” is 
then used to justify whatever means are deemed necessary 
to attain it. “Planning” then takes place only with respect 
to means of the latter sort, not with respect to ends, so that 
planning with respect to even means is constrained and 
coercive. The social result is that the means used have 
quite other consequences than the end originally set up in 
idea and afterwards progressively reduced to mere words. 
As the events of the past twenty years have shown, the 
seizure of political power by force signifies the continued 
maintenance of power by force with its continued suppres- 
sion of the most precious freedoms of the individual spirit. 
Maintenance of power in order to use force becomes the^ 
actual end. Means used determine the end actually' 
reached. The end justifies the means only when the means 
used are such as actually bring about the desired and de- 
sirable end. 

Only when reflection upon means and choice of ends 
are free can there be actual social planning. Every arrest 
of intelligence (and every form of social dogma is an ar- 
rest) obstructs and finally suppresses free consideration 
and choice of means. The method of social intelligence is 
primarily concerned with free determination of means to 
be employed. Until that method of social action is adopted 
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we shall remain in a period of drift and unrest whose final 
outcome is likely to be force and counterforce, with tem- 
porary victory to the side possessed of the most machine 
guns. 




CHAPTER SEVEN 


INTELLIGENCE IN SOCIAL ACTION 

I Classes, Groups and Masses'^' 

THERE can be no conflict between the individual and 
the social. For both of these terms refer to pure abstrac- 
tions. What do exist are conflicts between some individu- 
als and some arrangements in social life; between groups 
and classes of individuals ; between nations and races ; be- 
tween old traditions imbedded in institutions and new 
ways of thinking and acting which spring from those few 
individuals who depart from and who attack what is so- 
cially accepted. There is also a genuine difference of con- 
victions as to the way in which, at any given time, these 
conflicts should be met and managed. There are reasons 
for holding that they are best settled by private and vol- 
untary action and also for holding that they are best set- 
tled by means of combined organized action. No general 
theory about the individual and the social can settle con- 
flicts or even point out the way in which they should be 
resolved. 

But conflicts nevertheless do exist; they are not got rid 
of by asserting, what is perfectly true, that there can be 
no wholesale opposition between society and individuals. 
How are they to be explained, and to what general kinds 
can they be reduced? In the first place, there is no single 
thing denominated “society”; there are many societies, 

♦ From Ethics, Dewey and Tufts (revised edition) , pp, 3S8-363. 
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many forms of association. These different groups and 
classes struggle in many ways against one another and 
have very diverse values. Men associate in friendship and 
in antagonism ; for recreation and for crime ; they unite in 
clubs and fraternities, in cliques and sects, in churches 
and armies; to promote science and art and to prey upon 
others; they unite in business partnerships and corpora- 
tions. Then these social units compete vigorously against 
one another. They unite in nations and the nations war 
with one another; workers combine in trade unions and 
employers in trade associations and association intensifies 
struggle between opposite interests. Political life is carried 
on by parties which oppose each other, and within each 
party there are contending factions or “wings.’’ Struggle 
within an organization is indeed a common phenomenon ; 
in trade unions the central organization and the local units 
often pull different ways, just as in politics there is usu- 
ally a struggle between forces making for centralization 
and for local autonomy. Economically, individuals form 
into groups, and the union accentuates struggle between 
producer, distributor, and consumer. Church has vied with 
State for supremacy; the scientific group has at times hfd 
to contend with both. Different groups try to get hold of 
the machinery of government. Officials tend to combine to 
protect their special interests and these interests are con- 
trary to those of private individuals; it is a recurrent 
phenomenon for rulers to use power to oppress and harass 
their subjects. Indeed, so common is it that the whole 
struggle for political liberty has been represented as a 
struggle of subjects to emancipate themselves from the 
tyranny of rulers. 

There are then a multitude of conflicts not between in- 
dividuals and society but between groups and other 
groups, between some individuals and other individuals. 
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Analysis shows that they tend to fall into classes marked 
by similar traits, and these traits help explain why there 
arose the idea that the conflict is between individual and 
society. 

1. There is the struggle between the dominant group 
and the group or groups, occupying, at the time, an /n- 
jerior position of power and economic wealth. The supe- 
rior group under such circumstances always thinks of it- 
self as representing the social interest, and represents 
other groups which challenge its pov/er as rebels against 
constituted authority, as seeking for the satisfaction of 
their personal appetites against the demands of law and 
order. A somewhat striking example of this phase of the 
matter is seen at the present time in the split between 
those who hold up the political state as the supreme so- 
cial form, the culminating manifestation of the supreme 
common moral v/ill, the ultimate source and sole guaran- 
tor of all social values, and those who regard the state as 
simply one of many forms of association, and as one 
which by undue extension of its claims into virtual mo- 
nopoly has brought evils in its train. The conflict is not, as 
was believed earlier, between the state and individual but 
between the state as the dominant group and other groups 
seeking greater liberty of action. It is similar in principle, 
though often opposite in point of material constituents, to 
the earlier struggle of political groups to get free from the 
dominant authority of the church. 

2. At a certain stage of such conflicts, the inferior but 
growing group is not organized; it is loosely knit; its 
members often do not speak for a group which has 
achieved recognition, much less for social organization as 
a whole. The dominant group on the other hand is not 
only well established, but it is accepted, acknowledged; it 
is supported by the bulk of opinion and sentiment of that 
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time. A government which at a later period is regarded as 
thoroughly despotic cannot always have been so regarded. 
In that case it would have been easily overthrown. 

To remain in power a dominant class must at least seem 
to the mass to represent and to sustain interests which 
they themselves prize. There is thus added to the conflict 
of the old and established class with the inferior but de- 
veloping group, the conflict of values that are generally ac- 
cepted with those which are coming into being. This for a 
time takes the form of a struggle between a majority con- 
serving the old, and a minority interested in the genera- 
tion of something new, in progress. Since it takes time for 
an idea to gain recognition and for a value to become ap- 
preciated and shared, the new and relatively unorganized, 
although it may represent a genuinely important social 
value, is felt to be that of dissenting individuals. The val- 
ues of a past society which are to be conserved are recog- 
nized as social, while those of a future society which has 
yet to be brought into being are taken to be those of in- 
dividuals only. 

In these two instances, the conflict is commonly thought 
to be between those interested in order and those coi# 
cerned in progress, where maintenance o^f order is inter- 
preted as “sociaP’ and the initiation of progress as the 
function of individuals. Even those whose activity in the 
end establishes a new social order often feel at the time 
that the enemy is social organization itself. Moreover, 
every social order has many defects, and these defects 
are taken to be signs of evils inhering in every kind of so- 
cial organization. The latter is felt to be nothing but a 
system of chains holding individuals in bondage. This feel- 
ing grows up particularly when old institutions are decay- 
ing and corrupt. As in France in the late eighteenth cen- 
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tury and Russia in the kte nineteenth, they then call out 
an intense moral individualism like that of Rousseau and 
that of Tolstoi respectively. When organization needs to 
be changed all organization is likely to be felt oppressive. 
The temporary phenomenon is taken as an illustration of 
an eternal truth, and the needs of a particular situation 
frozen into a universal principle. 

3. There are also cases in which the troubles of the pres- 
ent are associated with the breakdown of a past order, 
while existing evils are capable of being remedied only by 
organized social action. Then the alignment of so-called 
individual and social is altered, indeed, is virtually re- 
versed. Those who profit by the existing regime and who 
wish to have it retained are now the “individualists,^’ and 
those who wish to see great changes brought about by 
combined action are the “collectivists.” These latter feel 
that institutions as they exist are a repressive shell pre- 
venting social growth. They find disintegration, instabil- 
ity, inner competition to be so great that existing society is 
such only in outward appearance, being in reality what 
Carlyle called the “society” of his day, namely, “anarchy 
plus the constable.” On the other hand stand those who 
are at a special advantage in the situation. They extol it 
as the product of individual energy, initiative, industry, 
and freedom; these precious qualities will be imperiled by 
adoption of a plan of conjoint collective activity. They 
represent the social order desired by others to be one of 
servility which crushes out the incentives to individual ef- 
fort, and which creates dependence upon an impersonal 
whole, putting a vicious paternalism in place of self-reli- 
ance. “Collectivism” in their mouths is a term of reproach. 
In short, those who are on the side of keeping the status 
quo intact are now the “individualists,” those who want 
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great social changes are the “collectivists,” since the 
changes desired are on so large a scale that they can be ef- 
fected only through collective action. 

Consideration of definite conflicts, at particular times 
and places should be substituted for a general opposition 
between social and individual. Neither “social” nor “in- 
dividual,” in general, has any fixed meaning. All morality 
(including immorality) is both individual and social: 
individual in its immediate inception and execution, in the 
desires, choices, dispositions from which conduct pro- 
ceeds; social in its occasions, material, and consequences. 
That which is regarded as anti-social and immoral at one 
time is hailed later on as the beginning of great and benef- 
icent social reform — as is seen in the fate of those moral 
prophets who were condemned as criminals only to be 
honored later as benefactors of the race. Organizations 
that were punished as conspiracies by despotic govern- 
ments have been regarded as the authors of a glorious lib- 
erty after their work has succeeded. These facts do not 
signify that there is no enduring criterion for judgment 
but that this criterion is to be found in consequences, and 
not in some general conception of individual and social./ 

The points just made suggest three angles from which a 
social problem may be analyzed in detail in order to de- 
cide upon the moral values involved. First, the struggle be- 
tween a dominant class and a rising class or group; sec- 
ondly, between old and new forms and modes of associa- 
tion and organization; thirdly, between accomplishing re- 
sults by voluntary private effort, and by organized action 
involving the use of public agencies. In historic terms, 
there is the struggle between class and mass; between con- 
servative and liberal (or radical) ; and between the use of 
private and public agencies, extension or limitation of 
public action. 
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II • The Class Struggle* 

We hear a great deal in these days about class conflict. 
The past history of man is held up to us aa* almost exclu- 
sively a record of struggles between classes, ending in the 
victory of a class that had been oppressed and the transfer 
of power to it. It is difficult to avoid reading the past in 
terms of the contemporary scene. Indeed, fundamentally 
it is impossible to avoid this course. With a certain proviso, 
it is highly important that we are compelled to follow this 
path. For the past as past is gone, save for esthetic en- 
joyment and refreshment, while the present is with us. 
Knowledge of the past is significant only as it deepens and 
extends our understanding of the present. Yet there is a 
proviso. W’e must grasp the things that are most impor- 
tant in the present when we turn to the past and not allow 
ourselves to be misled by secondary phenomena no matter 
how intense and immediately urgent they are. Viewed 
from this standpoint, the rise of scientific method and of 
technology based upon it is the genuinely active force in 
producing the vast complex of changes the world is now 
undergoing, not the class struggle whose spirit and method 
are opposed to science. If we lay hold upon the causal force 
exercised by this embodiment of intelligence we shall know 
where to turn for the means of directing further change. 

When I say that scientific method and technology have 
been the active force in producing the revolutionary trans- 
formations society is undergoing, I do not imply no other 
forces have been at work to arrest, deflect and corrupt 
their operation. Rather this fact is positively implied. At 
this point, indeed, is located the conflict that underlies the 
confusions and uncertainties of the present scene. The con- 
flict is between institutions and habits originating in the 

^ From Liberalism and Social Action, pp. 74-85. 
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pre-scientific and pre-technological age and the new forces 
generated by science and technology. The application of 
science, to a considerable degree, even its own growth, has 
been conditioned by the system to which the name of capi- 
talism is given, a rough designation of a complex of politi- 
cal and legal arrangements centering about a particular 
mode of economic relations. 

The argument drawn from past history that radical 
change must be effected by means of class struggle, cul- 
minating in open war, fails to discriminate between the 
two forces, one active, the other resistant and deflecting, 
that have produced the social scene in which we live. The 
active force is, as I have said, scientific method and tech- 
nological application. The opposite force is that of older 
institutions and the habits that have grown up around 
them. Instead of discrimination between forces and dis- 
tribution of their consequences, we find the two things 
lumped together. The compound is labeled the capitalistic 
or the bourgeois class, and to this class as a class is im- 
puted all the important features of present industrialized 
society — ^much as the defenders of the regime of economic 
liberty exercised for private property are accustomed tj^ 
attribute every improvement made in the past century and 
a half to the same capitalistic regime. Thus in orthodox 
communist literature, from the Communist Manifesto of 
1848 to the present day, we are told that the bourgeoisie, 
the name for a distinctive class, has done this and that. It 
has, so it is said, given a cosmopolitan character to pro- 
duction and consumption ; has destroyed the national basis 
of industry; has agglomerated population in urban cen- 
ters; has transferred power from the country to the city, 
in the process of creating colossal productive force, its 
chief achievement. In addition, it has created crises of 
ever renewed intensity; has created imperialism of a new 
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type in frantic effort to control raw materials and markets. 
Finally, it has created a new class, the proletariat, and 
has created it as a class having a common interest opposed 
to that of the bourgeoisie, and is giving an irresistible stim- 
ulus to its organization, first as a class and then as a polit- 
ical power. According to the economic version of the Hege- 
lian dialectic, the bourgeois class is thus creating its own 
complete and polar opposite, and this in time will end the 
old power and rule. The class struggle of veiled civil war 
will finally burst into open revolution and the result will 
be either the common ruin of the contending parties or a 
revolutionary reconstitution of society at large through a 
transfer of power from one class to another. 

The position thus sketched unites vast sweep with great 
simplicity. I am concerned with it here only as far as it 
emphasizes the idea of a struggle between classes, culmi- 
nating in open and violent warfare as being the method for 
production of radical social change. For, be it noted, the 
issue is not whether some amount of violence will accom- 
pany the effectuation of radical change of institutions. The 
question is whether force or intelligence is to be the 
method upon which we consistently rely and to whose pro- 
motion we devote our energies. Insistence that the use of 
violent force is inevitable limits the use of available intel- 
ligence, for wherever the inevitable reigns intelligence can- 
not be used. Commitment to inevitability is always the 
fruit of dogma; intelligence does not pretend to know save 
as a result of experimentation, the opposite of precon- 
ceived dogma. Moreover, acceptance in advance of the in- 
evitability of violence tends to produce the use of violence 
in cases where peaceful methods might otherwise avail. 
The curious fact is that while it is generally admitted that 
this and that particular social problem, say of the family, 
or railroads or banking, must be solved, if at all, by the 
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method of intelligence, yet there is supposed to be some 
one all-inclusive social problem which can be solved only 
by the use of violence. This fact would be inexplicable 
were it not a conclusion from dogma as its premise. 

It is frequently asserted that the method of experimen- 
tal intelligence can be applied to physical facts because 
physical nature docs not present conflicts of class interests, 
while it is inapplicable to society because the latter is so 
deeply marked by incompatible interests. It is then as- 
sumed that the ^^experimentalist” is one who has chosen 
to ignore the uncomfortable fact of conflicting interests. 
Of course, there are conflicting interests; otherwise there 
would be no social problems. The problem under discus- 
sion is precisely how conflicting claims are to be settled in 
the interest of the widest possible contribution to the in- 
terests of all — or at least of the great majority. The method 
of democracy — in so far as it is that of organized intelli- 
gence — is to bring these conflicts out into the open wWre 
their special claims can be seen and appraised, where they 
can be discussed and judged in the light of more inclusive 
interests than are represented by either of them separately. 
There is, for example, a clash of interests between muni- 
tion manufacturers and most of the rest of the population. 
The more the respective claims of the two are publicly and 
scientifically weighed, the more likely it is that the public 
interest will be disclosed and be made effective. There is 
an undoubted objective clash of interests between finance- 
capitalism that controls the means of production and 
whose profit is served by maintaining relative scarcity, 
and idle workers and hungry consumers. But what gen- 
erates violent strife is failure to bring the conflict into the 
light of intelligence where the conflicting interests can be 
adjudicated in behalf of the interest of the great majority. 
Those most committed to the dogma of inevitable force 
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recognize the need for intelligently discovering and ex- 
pressing the dominant social interest up to a certain point 
and then draw back. The “experimentalist” is one who 
would see to it that the method depended upon by all in 
some degree in every democratic community be followed 
through to completion. 

In spite of th2 existence of class conflicts, amounting 
at times to veiled civil war, any one habituated to the 
use of the method of science will view with considerable 
suspicion the transformation of actual human beings into 
fixed entities called classes, having no overlapping interests 
and so internally unified and externally separated that 
they are made the protagonists of history — itself hypo- 
thetical. Such an idea of classes is a survival of a rigid 
logic that once prevailed in the sciences of nature, but 
that no longer has any place there. This conversion of ab- 
stractions into entities smells more of a dialectic of con- 
cepts than of a realistic examination of facts, even though 
it makes more of an emotional appeal to many than do 
the results of the latter. To say that all past historic social 
progress has been the result of cooperation and not of con- 
flict weuld be also an exaggeration. But exaggeration 
against exaggeration, it is the more reasonable of the two. 
And it is no exaggeration to say that the measure of civili- 
zation is the degree in which the method of cooperative 
intelligence replaces the method of brute conflict. 

It is quite true that what is happening socially is the 
result of the combination of the two factors, one d3mamic, 
the other relatively static. If we choose to call the com- 
bination by the name of capitalism, then it is true, or a 
truism, that capitalism is the “cause” of all the important 
social changes, that have occurred — an argument that the 
representatives of capitalism are eager to put forward 
whenever the increase of productivity is in question. But 
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if we want to understand, and not just to paste labels, 
unfavorable or favorable as the case may be, we shall cer- 
tainly begin and end with discrimination. Colossal increase 
in productivity, the bringing of men together in cities and 
large factories, the elimination of di^ance, the accumu- 
lation of capital, fixed and liquid — these things would 
have come about, at a certain stage, no matter what the 
established institutional system given the new means of 
technological production. For they are the consequences 
of the latter. Certain other things have happened because 
of inherited institutions and the habits of belief and char- 
acter that accompany and support them. If we begin at 
this point, we shall sec that the release of productivity is 
the product of cooperatively organized intelligence, and 
shall also see that the institutional framework is precisely 
that which is not subjected as yet, in any considerable 
measure, to the impact of inventive and constructive intel- 
ligence. That coercion and oppression on a large scale 
exist, no honest person can deny. But these things are not 
the product of science and technology but of the perpetua- 
tion of old institutions and patterns untouched by scien- 
tific method. The inference to be drawn is clear. 

The argument, drawn from history, that great social 
changes have been effected only by violent means, needs 
considerable qualification, in view of the vast scope ^f 
changes that are taking place without the use of violence. 
But even if it be admitted to hold of the past, the conclu- 
sion that violence is the method now to be depended upon 
does not follow — unless one is committed to a dogmatic 
philosophy of history. The radical who insists that the 
future method of change must be like that of the past has 
much in common with the hide-bound reactionary who 
holds to the past as an ultimate fact. Both overlook the 
fact that history in being a process of change generates 
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change not only in details but also in the method of di- 
recting social change. It is true that the social order is 
largely conditioned by the use of coercive force, bursting 
at times into open violence. But what is also true is that 
mankind now has in its possession a new method, that of 
cooperative and experimental science which expresses the 
method of intelligence. I should be meeting dogmatism 
with dogmatism if I asserted that the existence of this his- 
torically new factor completely invalidates all arguments 
drawn from the effect of force in the past. But it is within 
the bounds of reason to assert that the presence of this 
social factor demands that the present situation be an- 
alyzed on its own terms, and not be rigidly subsumed 
under fixed conceptions drawn from the past. 

Any frank discussion of the issue must recognize the 
extent to which those who decry the use of any violence 
are themselves willing to resort to violence and are ready 
to put their will into operation. Their fundamental objec- 
tion is to change in the economic institution that now 
exists, and for its maintenance they resort to the use of 
the force that is placed in their hands by this very insti- 
tution. They do not need to advocate the use of force; 
their only need is to employ it. Force, rather than intelli- 
gence, is built into the procedures of the existing social 
system, regularly as coercion, and in times of crisis, as 
overt violence. The legal system, conspicuously in its penal 
aspect, more subtly in civil practice, rests upon coercion. 
Wars are the methods recurrently used in settlement of 
disputes between nations. 

What we need to realize is that physical force is used, at 
least in the form of coercion, in the very set-up of our so- 
ciety. That the competitive system, which was thought of 
by early liberals as the means by which the latent abilities 
of individuals were to be evoked and directed into socially 
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useful channels, is now in fact a state of scarcely disguised 
battle hardly needs to be dwelt upon. That the control of 
the means of production by the few in legal possession 
operates as a standing agency of coercion of the many, 
may need emphasis in statement, but is surely evident to 
one who is willing to observe and honestly report the 
existing scene. It is foolish to regard the political state as 
the only agency now endowed with coercive power. Its 
exercise of this power is pale in contrast v/ith that exer- 
cised by concentrated and organized property interests. 

It is not pleasant to face the extent to which, as a matter 
of fact, coercive and violent force is relied upon in the 
present social system as a means of social control. It is 
much more agreeable to evade the fact. But unless the fact 
is acknowledged as a fact in its full depth and breadth, 
the meaning of dependence upon intelligence as the al- 
ternative method of social direction w-ill not be grasped. 
Failure in acknowledgment signifies, among other things, 
failure to realize that those w^ho propagate the dogma of 
dependence upon force have the sanction of much that is 
already entrenched in the existing system. They would but 
turn the use of it to opposite ends. The assumption that 
the method of intelligence already rules and that those 
who urge the use of violence are introducing a new clement 
into the social picture may not be hypocritical but it is uf- 
intelligently unaware of what is actually involved in in- 
telligence as an alternative method of social action. 

The argument for putting chief dependence upon vio- 
lence as the method of effecting radical change is usually 
jmt in a way that proves altogether too much for its own 
rase. It is said that the dominant economic class has all 
the agencies of power in its hands, directly — the army, 
militia and police; indirectly — the courts, schools, press 
and radio. I shall not stop to analyze this statement. But if 
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one admits it to be valid, the conclusion to be drawn is 
surely the folly of resorting to a use of force against force 
that is so well intrenched. The positive conclusion that 
emerges is that conditions that would promise success in 
the case of use of force arc such as to make possible great 
change without any great recourse to such a method. 

The final argument in behalf of the use of intelligence is 
that as are the means used so are the actual ends achieved 
— that is, the consequences. I know of no greater fallacy 
than the claim of those who hold to the dogma of the ne- 
cessity of brute force that this use will be the method of 
calling genuine democracy into existence — of which they 
profess themselves the simon-pure adherents. It requires 
an unusually credulous faith in the Hegelian dialectic of 
opposites to think that all of a sudden the use of force by 
a class will be transmuted into a democratic classless so- 
ciety. Force breeds counterforce; the Newtonian law of 
action and reaction still holds in physics, and violence is 
physical. To profess democracy as an ultimate ideal and 
the suppression of democracy as a means to the ideal may 
be possible in a country that has never known even rudi- 
mentary democracy, but when professed in a country that 
has anything of a genuine democratic spirit in its tradi- 
tions, it signifies desire for possession and retention of 
power by a class, whether that class be called Fascist or 
Proletarian. 

Ill • The Meaning and Office of Liberalism* 

Since the legal institutions and the patterns of mind 
characteristic of ages of civilization still endure, there ex- 
ists the conflict that brings confusion into every phase of 
present life. The problem of bringing into being a new 
social orientation and organization is, when reduced to 

♦From Liberalism and Social Action, pp. 76; 47-50; 88-90; 62. 
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its ultimates, the problem of using the new resources of 
production, made possible by the advance of physical sci- 
ence, for social ends, for what Bentham called the greatest 
good of the greatest number. Institutional relationships 
fixed in the pre-scientific age stand in the way of ac- 
complishing this great transformation. Lag in mental and 
moral patterns provides the bulwark of the older institu- 
tions; in expressing the past they still express present, be- 
liefs, outlooks and purposes. Here is the place where the 
problem of liberalism centers today. 

Humanly speaking, the crisis in liberalism was a prod- 
uct of particular historical events. Soon after liberal tenets 
were formulated as eternal truths, it became an instrument 
of vested interests in opposition to further social change, 
a ritual of lip-service, or else was shattered by new forces 
that came in. Nevertheless, the ideas of libcrt}^, of indi- 
viduality and of freed intelligence have an enduring value, 
a value never more needed than now. It is the business of 
liberalism to state these values in ways, intellectual and 
practical, that are relevant to present needs and forces. If 
we employ the conception of historic relativity, nothing is 
clearer than that the conception of liberty is always rela- 
tive to forces that at a given time and place are increas- 
ingly felt to be oppressive. Liberty in the concrete signifies 
release from the impact of particular oppressive forces; 
emancipation from something once taken as a normal part 
of human life but now experienced as bondage. At one 
time, liberty signified liberation from chattel slavery; at 
another time, release of a class from serfdom. During the 
late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries it meant 
liberation from despotic dynastic rule. A century later it 
meant release of industrialists from inherited legal cus- 
toms that hampered the rise of new forces of production. 
Today, it signifies liberation from material insecurity and 



MEANING AND OFFICE OF 1.IBERALISM 45i 

from the coercions and repressions that prevent multitudes 
from participation in the vast cultural resources that are 
at hand. The direct impact of liberty always has to do with 
some class or group that is suffering in a special way from 
some form of constraint exercised by the distribution of 
powers that exists in contemporary society. Should a class- 
less society ever come into being the formal concept of 
liberty would lose its significance, because the jact for 
which it stands would have become an integral part of the 
established relations of human beings to one another. 

Until such a time arrives liberalism will continue to 
have a necessary social office to perform. Its task is the 
mediation of social transitions. This phrase may seem to 
some to be a virtual admission that liberalism is a color- 
less ‘'middle of the road” doctrine. Not so, even though 
liberalism has sometimes taken that form in practice. We 
are always dependent upon the experience that has ac- 
cumulated in the past and yet there are always new forces 
coming in, new needs arising, that demand, if the new 
forcv?s are to operate and the new needs to be satisfied, a 
reconstruction of the patterns of old experience. The old 
and the new have forever to be integrated with each other, 
so that the values of old experience may become the serv- 
ants and iiistrumcnts of new desires and aims. We are al- 
ways possessed by habits and customs, and this fact sig- 
nifies that we are always influenced by the inertia and the 
momentum of forces temporally outgrown but nevertheless 
still present with us as a part of our being. Human life 
gets set in patterns, institutional and moral. Rut change is 
also with us and demands the constant remaking of old 
habits and old w^ays of thinking, desiring and acting. The 
effective ratio between the old and the stabilizing and the 
new and disturbing is very different at different times. 
Sometimes whole communities seem to be dominated by 
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custom, and changes are produced only by irruptions and 
invasions from outside. Sometimes, as at present, change 
is so varied and accelerated that customs seem to be dis- 
solving before our very eyes. But be tlie ratio little or 
great, there is always an adjustment to be made, and as 
soon as the need for it becomes conscious, liberalism has a 
function and a meaning. It is not that liberalism creates 
the need, but that the necessity for adjustment defines the 
office of liberalism. 

For the only adjustment that docs not have to be made 
over again, and perhaps even under more unfavorable cir- 
cumstances than when it was first attempted, is that ef- 
fected through intelligence as a method. In its large sense, 
this remaking of the old through union with the new is pre- 
cisely what intelligence is. It is conversion of past experi- 
ence into knowledge and projection of that knowledge in 
ideas and purposes that anticipate what may come to be in 
the future and that indicate how to realize what is desired. 
Every problem that arises, personal or collective, simple 
or complex, is solved only by selecting material from the 
store of knowledge amassed in past experience and by 
bringing int) play habits already formed. But the knowl- 
edge and the habits have to be modified to meet the new 
conditions that have arisen. In collective problems, the 
habits that are involved are traditions and institutions. 
The standing danger is either that they will be acted upon 
implicitly, without reconstruction^ to meet new conditions, 
or else that there will be an impatient and blind rush for- 
ward, directed only by .some dogma rigidly adhered to. 
The office of intelligence in every problem that either a 
person or a community meets is to effect a working con- 
nection between old habits, customs, institutions, beliefs, 
and new conditions. vVhat I have called tlie mediating 
function of liberalism is all one with the work of intelli- 
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gencc. i*his fact is the root, whether it be consciously re- 
alized or not, of the emphasis placed by liberalism upon 
the role of freed intelligence as the method of directing 
social action. 

The ultimalc place of economic organization in human 
life is to assure the secure basis for an ordered expression 
of individual capacity and for the satisfaction of the reeds 
of man in non-economic directions. The cfioii of mankind 
in connection with material production belongs among 
interests and activities that arc, relatively speaking, rou- 
tine in character, “routine’’ being defined as that which, 
without absorbing attention and energy, [>rovides a con- 
stant basis for liberation of the values of life — intellec- 
tual, esthetic and social. Every significant religious and 
moral teacher and prophet has asserted that the 
material is instrumental to the good life. Nominally at 
least, this idea is accepted by every civilized community. 
The transfer of the burden of material production from 
human muscles and brain to steam, electricity and chem- 
ical processes now makes possible the effective actualiza- 
tion of this ideal. Needs, wants and desires are always the 
moving force in generating creative action. When these 
wants are compelled by force of conditions to be directed 
for the most part, among the mass of mankind, into ob- 
taining the means of subsistence, what should be a means 
becomes perforce an end in itself. Up to the present the 
new m.echanical forces of production, which arc the means 
of emancipation from this state of affairs, have been em- 
ployed to intensify and exaggerate the reversal of the true 
relation between means and ends. Iluman’y speaking, I do 
not see how it would have been possible to avoid an epoch 
having this character. But its perpetuation is the cause of 
the continually growing social chaos and strife. Its termi- 
nation cannot be effected by preaching to individuals that 
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they should place spiritual ends above material means. It 
can be brought about by organized social reconstruction 
that puts the results of the mechanism of abundance at 
the free disposal of individuals. The actual corrosive ''ma- 
terialism” of our times does not proceed from science. It 
springs from the notion, sedulously cultivated by the class 
in power, that the creative capacities of individuals can be 
evoked and developed only in a struggle for material pos- 
sessions and material gain. We either should surrender our 
professed belief in the supremacy of ideal and spiritual 
values and accommodate our beliefs to the predominant 
material orientation, or we should through organized en- 
deavor institute the socialized economy of material secur- 
ity and plenty that will release human energy for pursuit 
of higher values. 

Since liberation of the capacities of individuals for free, 
self-initiated expression is an essential part of the creed of 
liberalism, liberalism that is sincere must will the means 
that condition the achieving of its ends. Regimentation of 
material and mechanical forces is the only way by which 
the mass of individuals can be released from regimentation 
and consequent suppression of their cultural possibilities. 
The eclipse of liberalism is due to the fact that it has not 
faced the alternatives and adopted the means upon which 
realization of its professed aims depends. Liberalism can 
be true to its ideals only as it takes the course that leads 
to their attainment. The notion that organized social con- 
trol of economic forces lies outside the historic path of 
liberalism shows that liberalism is still impeded by rem- 
nants of its earlier laissez faire phase, with its opposition 
of society and the individual. The thing which now 
dampens liberal ardor and paralyzes its efforts is the con- 
ception that liberty and development of individuality as 
ends exclude the use of organized social effort as means. 
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Earlier liberalism regarded the separate and competing 
economic action of individuals as the means to social well- 
being as the end. We must reverse the perspective and see 
that socialized economy is the means of free individual 
development as the end. 

In short, liberalism must now become radical, meaning 
by ‘^radical” perception of the necessity of thoroughgo- 
ing changes in the set-up of institutions and corresponding 
activity to bring the changes to pass. For the gulf between 
what the actual situation makes possible and the actual 
state itself is so great that it cannot be bridged by piece- 
meal policies undertaken ad hoc. The process of producing 
the changes will be, in any case, a gradual one. But “re- 
forms'’ that deal now with this abuse and now with that 
without having a social goal based upon an inclusive plan, 
differ entirely from effort at re-forming, in its literal sense, 
the institutional scheme of things. The liberals of more 
than a century ago were denounced in their time as sub^ 
vensive radicals, and only when the new economic ordei 
was established did they become apologists for the status 
quo or else content with social patchwork. If radicalism 
be defined as perception of need for radical change, then 
today any liberalism which is not also radicalism is irrele- 
vant and doomed. 

IV • Socializing Intelligence* 

Why is it, apart from our tradition of violence, that lib- 
erty of expression is tolerated and even lauded when so- 
cial affairs seem to be going in a quiet fashion, and yet is 

* From Liberalism and Social Action, pp. 51-53 ; 65-69 ; 91-92 and 
Individualism Old and New, pp. 151-157. There arc two different 
views expressed in this section on the practical issue of organization 
of intellectual workers (one taken from Individualism, 1929, and 
one from Liberalism, 1935) ; hence the exceptional procedure of 
indicating in the body of the text the specific sources of the pas- 
sages.— Ed. 
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SO readily destroyed whenever matters grow critical? The 
general answer, of course, is that at bottom social institu- 
tions have habituated us to the use of force in some veiled 
form. But a part of the answer is found in our ingrained 
habit of regarding intelligence as an individual possession 
and its exercise as an individual right. It is false that free- 
dom of inquiry and of expression are not modes of action. 
They are exceedingly potent modes of action. The reac- 
tionary grasps this fact, in practice if not in express idea, 
more quickly than the liberal, who is too much given to 
holding that this freedom is innocent of consequences, as 
well as being a merely individual right. The result is that 
this liberty is tolerated as long as it does not seem to 
menace in any way the status quo of society. Ulien it does, 
every effort is put forth to identify the established order 
with the public good. When this identification is estab- 
lished, it follows that any merely individual right must 
yield to the general welfare. As long as freedom of thought 
and speech is claimed as a merely individual right, it will 
give way, as do other merely personal claims, when it is, 
or is successfully represented to be. in opposition to the 
general welfare. 

Liberalism has to assume the responsibility for making 
it clear that intelligence is a social asset and is clothed 
with a function as public as is its origin, in the concrete, 
in social cooperation. 

Henry George, speaking of ships that ply the ocean 
with a velocity of five or six hundred miles a day, re- 
marked, “There is nothing whatever to show that the men 
who today build and navigate and use such ships are one 
whit superior in any physical or mental quality to their 
ancestors, whose best vessel was a coracle of wicker and 
hide. The enormous improvement which these ships show 
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is not an improvement of human nature; it is an im- 
provement of society — it is due to a wider and fuller union 
of individual efforts in accomplishment of common ends.” 
This single instance, duly pondered, gives a better idea of 
the nature of intelligence and its social office than would a 
volume of abstract dissertation. Consider merely two of 
the factors that enter in and their social consequences. 
Consider what is involved in the production of steel, from 
the first use of fire and then the crude smelting of ore, to 
the processes that now effect the mass production of steel. 
Consider also the development of the power of guiding 
ships across trackless wastes from the day when they 
hugged the shore, steering by visible sun and stars, to the 
appliances that now enable a sure course to be taken. It 
would require a heavy tome to describe the advances in 
science, in mathematics, astronomy, physics, chemistry, 
that have made these two things possible. The record 
would be an account of a vast multitude of cooperative 
efforts, in which one individual uses the results provided 
for him by a countless number of other individuals, and 
uses them so as to add to the common and public store. A 
survey of such facts brings home the actual social charac- 
ter of intelligence as it actually develops and makes its 
way. Survey of the conseciuences upon the w^ays of living 
of individuals and upon the terms on which men associate 
together, due to the new method of transportation would 
take us to the wheat farmer of the prairies, the cattle 
raiser of the plains, the cotton grower of the South; into a 
multiiude of mills and factories, and to the counting-room 
of banks, and w^hat would be seen in this country w^ould be 
repeated in every country of the globe. 

Jt is to such things as these, rather than to abstract and 
formal psychology that we must go if we would learn the 
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nature of intelligence: in itself, in its origin and devdc^ 
ment, and its uses and consequences.^ 

Most attacks on the mechanistic character of science 
are caused by the survival of philosophies and religions 
formed when nature was the grim foe of man. The possi- 
bility of the present, and therefore its problem, is that 
through and by science, nature may become the friend 
and ally of man. I have rarely seen an attack on science as 
hostile to humanism which did not rest upon a conception 
of nature formed long before there was any science. That 
there is much at any time in environing nature which is 
indifferent and hostile to human values is obvious to any 
serious mind. When natural knowledge was hardly exist- 
ent, control of nature was impossible. Without power of 
control, there was no recourse save to build places of ref- 
uge in which man could live in imagination, although not 
in fact. There is no need to deny the grace and beauty of 
some of these constructions. But when their imaginary 
character is once made apparent, it is futile to suppose 
that men can go on living and sustaining life by them. 
When they are appealed to for support, the possibilities 
of the present are not perceived, and its constructive po- 
tentialities remain unutilized. 

There are those who welcome science provided it re- 
main “pure” ; they see that as a pursuit and contemplated 
object it is an addition to the enjoyed meaning of life. 
But they feel that its applications in mechanical inven- 
tions are the cause of many of the troubles of modern so- 
ciety. Undoubtedly these applications have brought new 
modes of unloveliness and suffering. I shall not attempt 
the impossible task of trying to strike a net balance of ills 
and enjoyments between the days before and after the 
practical use of science. The significant point is that ap- 


^ From liberalism. 
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plication is still restricted. It touches our dealings with 
things but not with one another. We use scientific method 
in directing physical but not human energies. Considera- 
tion of the full application of science must accordingly be 
prophetic rather than a record of what has already taken 
place. Such prophecy is not however without foundation. 
Even as things are there is a movement in science which 
foreshadows, if its inherent promise be carried out, a more 
humane age. For it looks forward to a time when all in- 
dividuals may share in the discoveries and thoughts of 
others, to the liberation and enrichment of their own ex- 
perience. 

No scientific inquirer can keep what he finds to himself 
or turn it to merely private account without losing his sci- 
entific standing. Everything discovered belongs to the 
community of workers. Every new idea and theory has to 
be submitted to this community for confirihation and test. 
There is an expanding community of cooperative effort 
and of truth. It is true enough that these traits are now 
limited to small groups having a somewhat technical ac- 
tivity. But the existence of such groups reveals a possi- 
bility of the present — one of the many possibilities that 
are a challenge to expansion, and not a ground for retreat 
and contraction. 

Suppose that what now happens in limited circles were 
extended and generalized. Would the outcome be oppres- 
sion or emancipation? Inquiry is a challenge, not a passive 
conformity; application b a means of growth, not of re- 
pression. The general adoption of the scientific attitude in 
human affairs would mean nothing less than a revolution- 
ary change in morals, religion, politics and industry. The 
fact that we have limited its use so largely to technical 
matters is not a reproach to science, but to the human be- 
ings who use it for private ends and who strive to defeat 
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its social application for fear of destructive effects upon 
their power and profit. A' vision of a day in which the natu- 
ral sciences and the technologies that flow from them are 
used as servants of a humane life constitutes the imagina- 
tion that is relevant to our own time. A humanism that 
flees from science as an enemy denies the means by wpich 
a liberal humanism might become a reality. \ 

The scientific attitude is experimental as well as lin- 
trinsically communicative. If it were generally applied^ it 
would liberate us from the heavy burden imposed by dog- 
mas and external standards. Experimental method is 
something other than the use of blow-pipes, retorts and re- 
agents. It is the foe of every belief that permits habit and 
wont to dominate invention and discovery, and ready- 
made system to override verifiable fact. Constant revision 
is the work of experimental inquiry. By revision of knowl- 
edge and ideas, power to effect transformation is given us. 
This attitude, once incarnated in the individual mind, 
would find an operative outlet. If dogmas and institutions 
tremble when a new idea appears, this shiver Ls nothing to 
what would happen if the idea were armed with the means 
for the continuous discovery of new truth and the criticism 
01 old belief. To “acquiesce” in science is dangerous only 
for those who would maintain affairs in the existing social 
order unchanged because of lazy habit or self-interest. For 
the scientific attitude demands faithfulness to whatever is 
discovered and steadfastness in adhering to new truth. 

I am suspicious of all attempts to erect a hierarchy of 
values: their results generally prove to be inapplicable 
and abstract. But there is at every time a hierarchy of 
problems, for there are some issues which underlie and 
condition others. No one person is going to evolve a con- 
structive solution for the problem of humanizing indus- 
trial civilization, of making it and its technology a servant 



SOCIALIZING INTELLIGENCE 4^1 

of human life — a problem which is once more equiva- 
lent, for us, to that of creating a genuine culture. But gen- 
eral guidance of serious intellectual endeavor by a con- 
sciousness of the problem would enable at least one group 
of individuals to recover a social function and so refind 
themselves. And recovery by those with special intellec- 
tual gifts and equipment from their enforced social defec- 
tion is at least a first step in a more general reconstruction 
that will bring integration out of disorder. 

I do not hold, I think, an exaggerated opinion of the in- 
fluence that is wielded by so-called ‘‘intellectuals” — phi- 
losophers, professional and otherwise, critics, writers and 
professional persons in general having interests beyond 
their immediate callings. But their present position is not 
a measure of their possibilities. For they are now intellec- 
tually dispersed and divided; this fact is one aspect of 
what I have called “the lost individual.” This internal dis- 
solution is necessarily accompanied by a weak social ef- 
ficacy. The chaos is due, more than to anything else, to 
mental withdrawal, to the failure to face the realities of 
industrialized society. Whether the ultimate influence of 
the distinctively intellectual or reflective groups is to be 
great or small, an initial move is theirs. A consciously di- 
rected critical consideration of the state of present society 
in its causes and consequences is a pre-condition of pro- 
jection of constructive ideas. To be effective, the move- 
ment must be organized. But this requirement does not 
demand the creation of a formal organization; it does de- 
mand that a sense of the need and opportunity should 
possess a sufficiently large number of minds. If it does, the 
results of their inquiries will converge to a common issue.* 

This point of view is sometimes represented as a virtual 
appeal to those primarily engaged in inquiry and reflection 

♦From IndividuaUm (1929).— Ed. 
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to desert their studies, libraries, and laboratories and en- 
gage in works of social reform. That representation is a 
caricature. It is not the abandonment of thinking and in- 
quiry that is asked for, but more thinking and more sig- 
nificant inquiry. This **more” is equivalent to a conscious 
direction of thought and inquiry, and direction can belhad 
only by a realization of problems in the rank of t^eir 
urgency. The *'clerk^’ and secretary once occupied, iflwe 
may trust history, places of great influence if not of honor. 
In a society of military and political leaders who were il- 
literate, they must have done much of the thinking and 
negotiating for which the names of the great now, receive 
credit. The intellectuals of the present are their descend- 
ants. Outwardly they have been emancipated and have 
an independent position formerly lacking. Whether their 
actual efficacy has been correspondingly increased may be 
doubted. In some degree, they have attained their liberty 
in direct ratio to their distance from the scenes of action. 
A more intimate connection would not signify, I repeat, a 
surrender of the business of thought, even speculative 
thought, for the sake of getting busy at some so-called 
practical matter. Rather would it signify a focusing of 
thought and intensif 3 dng of its quality by bringing it into 
relation with issues of stupendous meaning. 

That liberals are divided in outlook and endeavor while 
reactionaries are held together by community of interests 
and the ties of custom is well-nigh a commonplace. Or- 
ganization of standpoint and belief among Uberals can be 
achieved only in and by unity of endeavor. Organized 
unity of action attended by consensus of beliefs will come 
about in the degree in which social control of economic 
forces is made the goal of liberal action. The greatest edu- 
cational power, the greatest force in shaping the disposi- 
tions and attitudes of individuals, is the social medium in 
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ivbich they live. The medium that now lies closest to us is 
that of unified action for the inclusive end of a socialized 
economy. The attainment of a state of society in which a 
basis of material security will release the powers of indi- 
viduals for cultural expression is not the work of a day. 
But by concentrating upon the task of securing a social- 
ized economy as the ground and medium for release of the 
impulses and capacities men agree to call ideal, the now 
scattered and often conflicting activities of liberals can be 
brought to effective unity. 

It is no part of my task to outline in detail a program 
for renascent liberalism. But the question of “what is to 
be done’^ cannot be ignored. Ideas must be organized, and 
this organization implies an organization of individuals 
who hold these ideas and whose faith is ready to translate 
itself into action.* Translation into action signifies that 
the general creed of liberalism be formulated as a concrete 
program of action. It is in organization for action that 
liberals are weak, and without this organization there is 
danger that democratic ideals may go by default. De- 
mocracy has been a fighting faith. When its ideals are re- 
enforced by those of scientific method and experimental 
intelligence, it cannot be that it is incapable of evoking 
discipline, ardor and organization. To narrow the issue for 
the future to a struggle between Fascism and Communism 
is to invite a catastrophe that may carry civilization down 
in the struggle. Vital and courageous democratic liberalism 
is the one force that can surely avoid such a disastrous 
narrowing of the issue. I for one do not believe that Amer- 
icans living in the tradition of Jefferson and Lincoln will 
weaken and give up without a whole-hearted effort to 
make democracy a living reality. This, I repeat, involves 
organization. 

♦This was written in 1935.'— Ed. 
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Objections that are brought against liberalism ignore 
the fact that the only alternatives to dependence upon in* 
telligence are either drift and casual improvisation, or the 
use of coercive force stimulated by unintelligent emotion 
and fanatical dogmatism — the latter being intolerant by 
its very constitution. The objection that the method ot in- 
telligence has been tried and failed is wholly aside from 
the point, since the crux of the present situation is that it 
has not been tried under such conditions as now exist. It 
has not been tried at any time with use of all the resources 
that scientific material and the experimental method now 
put at our disposal. 

It is also said that intelligence is cold and that persons 
are moved to new ways of acting only by emotion, just as 
habit makes them adhere to old ways. Of course, intelli- 
gence does not generate action except as it is enkindled by 
feeling. But the notion that there is some inherent opposi- 
tion between emotion and intelligence is a relic of the 
notion of mind that grew up before the experimental 
method of science had emerged. For the latter method sig- 
nifies the union of ideas with action, a union that is inti- 
mate; and action generates and supports emotion. 

Ideas that are framed to be put into operation for the 
sake of guiding action are imbued with all the emotional 
force that attaches to the ends proposed for action, and 
are accompanied with all the excitement and inspiration 
that attend the struggle to realize the ends. Since the ends 
of liberalism are liberty and the opportunity of individuals 
to secure full realization of their potentialities, all of the 
emotional intensity that belongs to these ends gathers 
about the ideas and acts that are necessary to make them 
real. 

Again, it is said that the average citizen is not endowed 
with the degree of intelUgen<^ that the use of it as a 
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method demands. This objection, supported by alleged sci- 
entific findings about heredity 4nd by impressive statistics 
concerning the intelligence quotients of the average citi- 
zen, rests wholly upon the old notion that intelligence is a 
ready-made possession of individuals. The last stand of 
oligarchical and anti-social seclusion is perpetuation of 
this purely individualistic notion of intelligence. The re- 
liance of liberalism is not upon the mere abstraction of a 
native endowment unaffected by social relationships, but 
upon the fact that native capacity is sufficient to enable 
the average individual to respond to and to use the knowl- 
edge and the skill that are embodied in the social condi- 
tions in which he lives, moves and has his being. There are 
few individuals who have the native capacity that was re- 
quired to invent the stationary steam-engine, locomotive, 
d)mamo or telephone. But there are none so mean that 
the^ cannot intelligently utilize these embodiments of in- 
telligence once they are a part of the organized means of 
associated living. 

The indictments that are drawn against the intelligence 
of individuals are in truth indictments of a social order 
that does not permit the average individual to have access 
to the rich store of the accumulated wealth of mankind in 
knowledge, ideas and purposes. There does not now exist 
the kind of social organization that even permits the aver- 
age human being to share the potentially available social 
intelligence. Still less is there a social order that has for 
one of its chief purpe^es the establishment of conditions 
that will move the mass of individuals to appropriate and 
use what is at hand. Back of the appropriation by the few 
of the material resources of society lies the appropriation 
by the few in behalf of their own ends of the cultural, the 
spiritual, resources that are the product not of the indi- 
viduals who have taken possession but of the cooperative 
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work of humanity. It is useless to talk about the failure of 
democracy until the source of its failure has been grasped 
and steps are taken to bring about that type of social or- 
ganization that will encourage the socialized extension of 
intelligence.* / 

Accordingly, I do not wish my remarks about escape 
and withdrawal to be interpreted as if they were directed 
at any special group of persons. The flight of particiiar 
individuals is symptomatic of the seclusion of existing sci- 
ence, intelligence and art. The personal gap which, gener- 
ally speaking, isolates the intellectual worker from the 
wage earner is symbolic and typical of a deep division of 
functions. This division is the split between theory and 
practice in actual operation. The effects of the fpllt are as 
fatal to culture on one side as on the other. It signifies that 
what we call our culture will continue to be, and in in- 
creased measure, a survival of inherited European tra^di- 
tions, and that it will not be indigenous. And if it is true, 
as some hold, that with the extension of machine technol- 
ogy and industrialism the whole world is becoming “Amer- 
icanized,” then the creation of an indigenous culture is no 
disservice to the traditional European springs of our spir- 
itual life. It will signify, not ingratitude, but the effort to 
repay a debt.f 

♦ From Liberalism. 

t From Individualism, 
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NATIONALISM AND INTERNATIONALISM 

I Nationalism and Its Fruits* 

LIRE most things in this world which are effective, 
even for evil, Nationalism is a tangled mixture of good 
and bad. And it is not possible to diagnose its undesirable 
results, much less to consider ways of counteracting them, 
unless the desirable traits are fully acknowledged. For 
they furnish the ammunition and the armor which are 
utilized as means of offense and defense by sinister in- 
terests to make Nationalism a power for evil. 

Its beneficent qualities are connected with its historical 
origin. Nationalism was at least a movement away from 
obnoxious conditions — parochialism on one hand and dy- 
nastic despotism on the other. To be interested in a nation 
is at least better than to restrict one’s horizon to the 
bounds of a parish and province. Historically, Nationalism 
is also connected with the decay of personal absolutism 
and dynastic rule. Loyalty to a nation is surely an advance 
over loyalty to a hereditary family endued in common be- 
lief with divine sanctions and covered with sacrosanct 
robes. Much of the superstitious awe and foolish sentiment 
has indeed passed over into Nationalism, but nevertheless 
the people of a country as a whole are surely a better ob- 
ject of devotion than a ruling family. Except where na- 
tional spirit has grown up, public spirit is practically non* 

* From Ckaracters and Events, pp. 798-803. 

467 



468 nationalism AND INTERNATIONALISM 

existent. In addition to these two historical changes, 
Nationalism is associated with the revolt of oppressed 
peoples against external imperial domination. If one wants 
to see one of the most potent motive forces in creating 
Nationalism, one has only to consider the Greece of 
years ago, the Ireland of yesterday and the China an 
dia of today. 

It is not to the present purpose to consider these ga^; 
but it is to the point that without them Nationalism could 
not be perverted to base ends. The passionate loyalties 
which have been produced by struggle for liberation from 
foreign yokes, by the sense of unity with others over a 
stretch of territory wider than the parish and village, by 
some degree of participation in the government of one’s 
own country, furnish the material which, upon occasion, 
make the spirit of a nation aggressive, suspicious, envious, 
fearful, acutely antagonistic. If a nation did not mean 
something positively valuable to the mass of its citizens, 
Nationalism could not be exploited as it is in the interest 
of economic imperialism and of war, latent and overt. 
Carlton Hayes has convincingly pointed out that Nation- 
alism has become the religion of multitudes, perhaps the 
most influential religion of the present epoch. This emo- 
tion of supreme loyalty to which other loyalties are un- 
hesitatingly sacrificed in a crisis could hardly have grown 
to its high pitch of ardor unless men thought they had 
found in it the blessings for which they have always re- 
sorted to religious faith; protection of what is deemed of 
high value, defense against whatever menaces this value, 
In short an ever-present refuge in time of trouble. 

But institutionalized religion is something more than a 
personal emotion. To say it is institutionalized is to say 
that it involves a tough body of customs, ingrained habits 
of action, organized and authorized standards and meth- 
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ods of procedure. The habits which form institutions are 
so basal that for the most part they lie far below conscious 
recognition. But they are always ready to shape conduct, 
and when they are disturbed a violent emotional eruption 
ensues. Practices, after they are adopted, have to be ac- 
counted for and explained to be reasonable and desirable; 
they have to be justified. Hence, along with the emotions 
and habits, there develops a creed, a system of ideas, a 
theology in order to “rationalize^^ the activities in which 
men are engaged. Faith in these ideas, or at least in the 
catchwords which express them, becomes obligatory, nec- 
essary for social salvation; disbelief or indifference is 
heresy. Thus Nationalism starting as an unquestioned 
emotional loyalty, so supreme as to be religious in quality, 
has invaded the whole of life. It denotes organized ways of 
behavior and a whole system of justificatory beliefs and 
notions appealed to in order to defend every act labeled 
“national” from criticism or inquiry. By constant reitera- 
tion, by shaming heretics and intimidating dissidents, by 
glowing admiration if not adoration of the faithful, by all 
agencies of education and propaganda (now, alas, so hard 
to distinguish) the phrases in which these defenses and 
appeals are couched become substitutes for thought. They 
are axiomatic; only a traitor or an evilly disposed man 
doubts them. In the end, these rationalizations signify a 
complete abdication of reason. Bias, prejudice, bimd and 
routine habit reign supreme. But they reign under the 
guise of idealistic standards and noble sentiments. 

Any one who reads the laudations of patriotism which 
issue from one source and the disparagements which pro- 
ceed from another group must have been struck by the 
way in which the same word can cover meanings as far 
apart as the poles. The word is used to signify public spirit 
as opposed to narrow selfish interests- When so employed 
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patriotism is a synon3rm for intense loyalty to the good of 
the community of which one is a member; for willingness 
to sacrifice, even to the uttermost, in its behalf. So taken, 
it surely deserves all the eulogies and reverence bestowed 
upon it. But because of nationalistic religions and its ra* 
tionalization, the test and mark of public spirit becojmes 
intolerant disregard of all other nations. Patriotism ^de- 
generates into a hateful conviction of intrinsic superiority. 
Another nation by the mere fact that it is other is suspect; 
it is a potential if not an actual foe. I doubt whether there 
is one person in a hundred who does not associate a large 
measure of exclusiveness with patriotism; and all exclu- 
siveness is latent contempt for everything beyond its 
range. The rabies that exultantly sent Sacco and Vanzetti 
to death is proof of how deeply such patriotism may can- 
ker. It extends not only to foreign nations as such, but to 
foreigners in our own country who manifest anything but 
the most uncritical ‘‘loyalty^^ to our institutions. Thou- 
sands upon thousands of the most respectable element in 
the community believed they were exhibiting patriotism 
to the nation or to Massachusetts when they urged the 
death of men who were guilty of the double crime of being 
aliens and contemners of our form of government. 

Were it not for facts in evidence it would be hard to 
conceive that any sane man could parade the motto: “My 
country right or wrong.’’ But, alas, one cannot doubt that 
the slogan conveyed the feeling which generally attaches 
to patriotism. That public spirit, an active interest in 
whatever promotes the good of one’s country, is debased 
and prostituted to such a use, is chargeable to National- 
ism; and this fact stands first in its indictment. 

It is a trait of unreasoning emotion to take things in a 
mass and thereby to create unities which have no existence 
outside of passion. Men who pride themselves upon being 
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^'practical^^ and “concrete” would be incensed beyond 
measure if they were told that the nation to which they 
yield such unquestioning loyalty is an abstraction, a fic- 
tion. I do not mean by this s&tement that there is no such 
thing as a nation. In the sense of an enduring historic com- 
munity of traditions and outlook in which the members 
of a given territory share, it is a reality. But the nation by 
which millions swear and for which they demand the sac- 
rifice of all other loyalties is a myth; it has no being out- 
side of emotion and fantasy. The notion of National 
Honor and the role which it plays is a sign of what is 
meant. Individual persons may be insulted and may feel 
their honor to be at stake. But the erection of a national 
territorial State into a Person who has a touchy and testy 
Honor to be defended and avenged at the cost of death 
and destruction is as sheer a case of animism as is found 
in the records of any savage tribe. Yet he would be a 
thoughtless optimist who is sure that the United States 
will not sometime wage a war to protect its National 
Honor. 

As things now stand and as they are likely long to re- 
main there is really such a thing as national interest. It is 
to the interest of a nation that its citizens be protected 
from pestilence, from unnecessary infection; that they en- 
joy a reasonable degree of economic comfort and inde- 
pendence; that they be protected from crime, from ex- 
ternal invasion, etc. But Nationalism has created a purely 
fictitious notion of national interests. If a large gold field 
were located just over the border of Alaska, thousands of 
American breasts would swell with pride, as thousands 
would be depressed if it happened to lie in British terri- 
tory. They would fed as if somehow they were personal 
gainers, as if the Nation to which they bdong had some- 
how integrally promoted its interests. The illustration is 
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somewhat trivial. But the spirit which it indicates is re- 
sponsible for the acquiescence, if not the active approval, 
with which the new Coolidge version of international law 
with respect to property rights of American citizens in 
foreign countries has been received. For the gist of his/rev- 
olutionary edition of international law (if he says whit he 
means and knows what he means) is that any property 
right or property interest of any private citizen or any 
corporation in a foreign country (doubtless with the tacit 
understanding that it is not one of the Great Powers) is a 
National Interest to be protected when necessary by na- 
tional force. 

The culmination of Nationalism is the doctrine of na- 
tional sovereignty. Sovereignty was originally strictly per- 
sonal or at least dynastic. A monarch held supreme power; 
the country was his proper domain or property. The doc- 
trine is historically explicable as part of the transition out 
of feudalism and the weakening of the power of feudal 
nobles in the growth of a centralized kingdom. The doc- 
trine was also bound up with the struggle of State against 
Church and the assertion of the political independence of 
the secular ruler from the authority of ecclesiastics. As his- 
torians have clearly shown, the doctrine of the divine right 
of kings originally meant that secular monarchs had at 
least the same kind of divine commission as had Pope or 
Archbishop. But with the rise of modem territorial states 
the idea and attributes cff Soverei^ty passed over from 
the ruler to the politically organized aggregate called the 
Nation. 

In so doing, it retained all the evils that inhered in the 
notion of absolute and irresponsible personal power (or 
power responsible only to God and not to any earthly 
power or tribunal) and took on new potencies for harm 

For disguise it as one may, the doctrine of national sov- 
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ereignty is simply the denial on the part of a political state 
of either legal or moral responsibility. It is a direct proc^* 
lamation of the unlimited and unquestionable right of a 
political state to do what it wants to do in respect to other 
nations and to do it as and when it pleases. It is a doctrine 
of international anarchy; and as a rule those who are most 
energetic in condemning anarchy as a domestic and in^ 
temal principle are foremost in asserting anarchic irre* 
sponsibility in relations between nations. Internationalism 
is a word to which they attach accursed significance, an 
idea to which by all the great means at their disposal they 
attach a sinister and baleful significance, ignoring the fact 
that it but portends that subjection of relations between 
nations to responsible law which is taken for granted in 
relations between citizens. The doctrine is not of course 
carried to its logical extreme in ordinary times; it is miti- 
gated by all sorts of concessions and compromises. But re- 
sort to war as the final arbiter of serious disputes between 
nations, and the glorification of War through identifica- 
tion with patriotism is proof that irresponsible sovereignty 
is still the basic notion. Hence I spoke in terms of the 
popular fallacy when I referred to the “right” of a state to 
do as it pleases when it pleases. For right is here only a 
polite way of saying po^er. It was usual during the World 
War to accuse Germany of acting upon the notion that 
Might makes Right. But every state that cultivates and 
acts upon the notion of National Sovereignty is guilty of 
the same crime. And the case is not improved by the fact 
that the judges of what NaUonal Sovereignty requires are 
not actually the citizens who compose a nation but a group' 
of diplomats and politicians. 

Patriotism, National Honor, National Interests and Na- 
tional Sovereignty are the four foundation stones upon 
which the structure of the National State is erected. It isr 



474 NATIONALISM AND INTERNATIONALISM 


no wonder that the windows of such a building are closed 
to the light of heaven- that its inmates are fear, jealousy, 
suspicion, and that War issues regularly from its portals. 

II ■ Ethics and International Relations* j 

The situation that exists among nations in their rela- 
tions to one another is such that it tempts even those who 
ordinarily come far short of cynicism to say that thereJ is 
no connection between ethics and international relations. 
The title is also a temptation to indulge in a drastic at- 
tack upon present international relations as inherently im- 
moral. One might make out a case for the proposition that 
they are ruled by force, fraud and secret intrigue, and that 
whenever moral considerations come into conflict with na- 
tional ambitions and nationalistic ideas they go by the 
board. Or, identifying the moral with that which ought to 
be, whether it is or not, one might appeal to some ideal of 
what ought to be and point out the discrepancies that are 
found between this ideal of what should be and what ac- 
tually is. The latter method naturally terminates in exhor- 
tation, in appeal to the moral consciousness of mankind. 

These considerations are not adduced in order to de- 
velop them, but to suggest the extraordinary confusion 
that is found in current moral ideas as they are reflected 
in the ethics of international relations. I do not intend, 
then, to discuss international relations from the moral 
point of view, but rather to discuss the uncertain estate, 
the almost chaotic condition, of moral conceptions and be- 
liefs as that condition bears upon the international situa- 
tion, Why is it that men's morals have so little effect in 
regulating the attitude of nations to one another? Even 
the most cynical would hesitate to declare that the habits, 
to say nothing of the ideals, of the average decent man and 

* From Characters and Eifents, pp. 804-814. 
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woman in their ordinary affairs were adequately embodied 
in the existing reign of hatred, suspicion, fear and secrecy 
in international politics. The truth seems to be rather that 
man’s morals are paralyzed when it comes to international 
conduct; that they are swept away and rendered impotent 
by larger forces that go their own way irrespective of the 
morals that are employed in everyday matters. 

The problems suggested by this state of affairs may be 
approached from two angles. We may ask what are the 
actual forces that have grown so powerful that they have 
escaped from moral control? What are the factors that 
prevent moral habits and ideas from operation? This 
opens large and extremely complex field to be attacked 
only by cooperative^efforts of historians, publicists, law- 
yers, and economists. There is open, however, a less pre- 
tentious method of approach. One may make the inquiry 
from the side of moral conceptiwis and doctrines, and ask 
whether they are intellectually competent to meet the 
needs of the situation. Some of the trouble may be due to 
the lack of coherent and generally accepted moral ideas; 
not of ideas in a vague and abstract sense but of ideas suf- 
ficiently concrete to be operative. This intellectual factor 
may not be in itself very large or powerful, and yet it may 
represent a factor that, although small in itself, is an in- 
dispensable condition of straightening out objective politi- 
cal and economic forces that are much more energetic 
and active. 

In such an appraisal the historic conditions under which 
the laws applicable to international relations were formu- 
lated furnish a natural starting point. There can be no 
doubt that the intellectual work of Grotius and his suc- 
cessors had great practical influence. It was not academic 
and professorial, nor was it conceived primarily in the in- 
terests of the claims and ambitions of some particular 
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State. These men were genuinely international, and for a 
time they had great effect in appeasing international strife 
and moralizing actual international relations. These basic 
contributions all sprang from a common moral soi^rce. 
They all expressed the idea of laws of nature which! are 
moral laws of universal validity. The conception of laws 
of nature that are the fundamental moral laws of allW- 
man conduct of every kind and at all times and places 
not a new one. Roman moralists had worked out the i^ea 
in connection with Roman jurisprudence; it was familiar 
to every civilian and canonist, and indeed to every edu- 
cated man. The Catholic church had made the notion 
fundamental to its whole doctrine of secular ethics, that is 
of all obligations not springing from divine revelation. 
And even these obligations only expressed a higher and 
more ultimate nature of things not accessible to man’s un- 
aided reason. The Protestant moralists and theologians 
equally built upon the conception; at most they only put a 
greater emphasis upon an inner light in the conscience of 
individuals which revealed and acknowledged the laws of 
nature as the supreme standards of human behavior. 

There was thus a principle and method of morals which 
was universally recognized throughout Christendom; there 
was also general agreement as to the contents of the code 
of obligations defined by the principle. The great achieve- 
ment of Grotius and his followers consisted in studying 
existing international customs and in criticizing and or- 
ganizing them by the help of the commonly accepted 
standard of laws of nature. More than one living authority 
in jurisprudence — ^like Pollock — ^has pointed out the serv- 
ice rendered by the conception of laws of nature in the 
development of various branches of law, private as well as 
public, and in equity practice. They all agree that its use 
in formulating tte rules governing intematicmal conduct 
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was its first and most conspicuous service. Now I do not 
mean to intimate that without responsive factors in the 
actual political and economic situation the intellectual ap- 
plication of the concept of natural laws to international re- 
lations would have exercised the moderating and humane 
influence which followed upon the labors of the school of 
Grotius. But it is meant that the general unquestioning 
and pervasive acknowledgment of the law of nature as the 
supreme ethical standard enabled the moral sentiments 
and ideals of Christendom to be concentrated upon prob- 
lems of international conduct, so that whatever moral 
ideas can accomplish in practical regulation of human be- 
havior was effectually accomplished. 

During the nineteenth century, the notion of natural 
law in morals fell largely into discredit and disuse outside 
the orthodox moralists of the Catholic church. Of recent 
years there has been an increasing recognition that in prin- 
ciple all that is meant by a law of nature is a moral law to 
be applied to the criticism and construction of positive 
law, legislative and judicial. It has been pointed out that 
either we must surrender the notion that moral principles 
have anything to do with positive laws, international and 
municipal, or else admit the idea of natural law in some 
shape or form. But there is a wide difference between ad* 
mitting the general notion of moral laws over against cus- 
tom and positive law, and imputing to the law of nature 
the character and content which were attributed to it by 
seventeenth century moralists. While Grotius asserted that 
the law of nature would still be binding even if there were 
no revelation and no God as supreme lawgiver and judge,, 
yet in the popular mind and in his mind the idea stUl had 
a theologi^ background and a religious force. The laws 
of nature still represented the purp)oses of God and his in- 
junctions concerning the ways in which his purposes aa 
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governing the life of man were to be reali2ed. The secular 
science as well as the secular morals of the period only 
substituted “secondary” causes and laws for the primary 
and direct action of God. 

But as men’s minds gradually got away from the h^bit 
of connecting secular things with theological and religilpus 
matters, primary or secondary, the enormous force of me 
religious associations and sanctions of the law of nati^re 
gradually ceased. And among Protestants at least, even 
among those in whom religious ideas retained their old 
force in morality, most men got out of the habit of as- 
sociating the religious factor in morals with laws of nature 
and indeed, to a large extent, with law at all. Divine love 
and desire for man replaced the concept of divine com- 
mands, injunctions and prohibitions. Thus in international 
relations, as elsewhere, the notion of a definite and uni- 
versal moral norm in the shape of laws of nature weakened 
and died out. Even when retained, as in some texts, it was 
in perfunctory deference to tradition rather than as a liv- 
ing intellectual force. But its decay has not been accom- 
panied by the development of any other moral principle of 
equal generality and equally wide current acceptance. In 
its stead we have a multiplicity of moral doctrines, more 
or less opposed to one another, and none of them held with 
any great assurance except by a small band of ardent 
partisans. 

Moreover, aside from the question of religious rein- 
forcement, other factors have rendered the old concept of 
natural law uncongenial. It was always associated with the 
idea of reason as a force or faculty in things as well as a 
force and faculty in minds. The laws of nature signified 
that certain rational principles are actually embodied in 
the nature of man in his connection with the rest of na- 
ture» To obey the law of nature was all one with obeying 
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the dictates of reason. And reason was thought of not just 
as a psychological possession of the individual mind but 
as the bond of unity in society. Even the physical laws of 
nature, since they were universal and “governed” particu- 
lar empirical phenomena, were rational. Animals had laws 
of reason embodied in their structure and instincts which 
they followed without knowing them. The superiority of 
man is simply that he can be aware of the rational prin- 
ciples which physical things and animals unconsciously 
obey. It is not possible, I think, for any one today to esti- 
mate the power added to the concept of laws of nature by 
their implicit and unquestioned association with reason 
and with the common ends and interests that hold men 
together in society. 

It is hardly necessary to note the various influences that 
undermined this association and, in undermining it, weak- 
ened also the working influence of moral ideas on custom 
and law. Even among those who might give a formal al- 
legiance to similar ideas, if they were presented already 
formulated, the ideas have little vital power. Modem sci- 
ence has familiarized even the man in the street with a 
radically different notion about laws of nature. In writing 
these pages I have felt almost bound to use the term “law 
of nature” instead of the words “natural law,” so different 
are the familiar connotations of the latter term. Natural 
law in the popular conception is physical rather than ra- 
tional; it is associated with energies — ^heat, light, gravita- 
tion, electricity — not with rationality. And it would be 
difficult today to get even a serious hearing in most circles 
for the idea that reason is what holds men together in so* 
ciety. Economists, sociologists, historians, psychologists 
have worked together to displace this idea, to make it 
seem imreal and faded, even when they disagree radically 
wiong themselves as to just what is the nature of the so- 
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cial tie. When we ask what has taken the place of the old 
law of nature, of reason in nature and society, we are con- 
fronted with a scene of contention, confusion and uncer- 
tainty. Where is the moral idea capable of exercising the 
crystallizing, concentrating and directing force upon 
tivc law and custom once exercised by the idea of laws of 
nature? Few of those who insist that it is necessary to re- 
vive the concept in order to have a basis of criticism md 
constructive effort would revive the idea in its older shape. 
And they are divided when asked what we should put In 
its place. This division among intellectuals would not be 
of any great importance were it not that i|; reflects di- 
vision, confusion and uncertainty in the popular mind. 

Of course there have been many attempts to fill the 
void created by the gradual disappearance from the prac- 
tical scene of the idea of laws of nature, and some of the 
attempts have been successful in forming not only schools 
of thought but in exerting considerable practical influence 
upon affairs. From among these schools we may select the 
utilitarian and what for convenience may be called the 
Hegelian for special consideration. The utilitarian school 
cannot be charged with lack of definiteness and assurance 
of conviction. And no candid student of English legal, 
political and social reforms of the last century can assert 
that it lacked great practical influence. Ignoring technical 
details that are connected mainly with a psychology of 
feelings and pleasures and pains which has been largely 
outgrown by the advance of mental inquiry, we may say 
that the formula of the greatest good for the greatest num- 
ber, every individual to count as one and only one in the 
oiumeration, has been translated into the conviction that 
social welfare is the last and the legitimate moral stand- 
ard. Regard for the general welfare is the proper source of 
all moral rules and moral obligations. Inst^d of consider- 
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itig antecedent ready-made laws, we should search social 
consequences to find principles of criticism of positive 
laws and current customs and of plans for legislation and 
new social arrangements. 

Great as was the efficacy of this idea in domestic affairs, 
where shall we look to find traces of its influence upon in- 
ternational morality? Even admitting that it presents to 
us a sound view of the moral standard and the source of 
moral laws, has it been applied with any effectiveness to 
the conduct of international affairs? As a moral standard 
it puts upon an equal footing the happiness of citizens of 
foreign lands and of the home land. Where has this prin- 
ciple determined an important branch of international 
law? What has it done, I will not say to prevent war, but 
to mitigate its horrors? To most people, I suppose, the 
idea of its general application to international relations 
would seem as Utopian as the literal application of the 
teachings of Jesus. It is sometimes said the utilitarianism 
supplies us with a low and somewhat sordid moral prin- 
ciple. But in this respect, at least, it would seem to be too 
high, too far above and beyond present attainment. 

More concretely, various attempts to show that war in 
particular and methods relying upon force and intrigue 
in general do not pay, may be said to represent examples 
of the attempt to apply the utilitarian theory in interna- 
tional affairs. The demonstration that war docs not pay 
even the nations that win is probably sufficiently con- 
vincing to most persons since the Great War. But the dem- 
onstration and the conviction do not appear to have much 
practical influence. It is too rationalistic; it assumes in too 
exclusive a way that men are governed by considerations 
of advantage, of profit and loss. Not only critics of utili- 
tarianism but a great utilitarian, John Stuart Mill, criti- 
cized the earlier Benthamite versicm, on the ground that it 
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leaned too heavily on the material interests of man with- 
out enough regard for the motives that may, according to 
one’s bias, be termed sentimental, ideal or spiritual. And it 
might almost be said that the very existence of war with 
its willingness to sacrifice life and property for a cafise is 
proof of the soundness of the criticism. War is as stupid as 
you please but it does not persist because of wrong mcu- 
lations of profit, even though wrong estimates of nat^nal 
advantage may sometimes play a part in the minds of 
statesmen in starting a war. 

The reasons for the practical failure of utilitarianism in 
international morality can be found within the doctrine 
itself. It is a theory not only of the moral standard but 
also of the moral motive, namely, concern for the general 
happiness. Now the utilitarians themselves recognized that 
after consideration for the standard has shown what 
should be done, the question remains of linking up the 
moral end with the motives that will make it prevail in 
conduct. They listed the motives that may be relied upon: 
natural sympathy with others; education into social ways 
of looking at conduct; mutual advantage through indus- 
trial interdependence, division of labor and exchange; and 
the penal sanction — ^personal suffering when anti-social 
motives are given sway. 

Now it is obvious that under existing conditions these 
motives have little chance to operate in international af- 
fairs. The extent of sympathy is conditioned in the con- 
crete among the mass of persons by habitual contact and 
familiar association. It may work strongly where these 
conditions are found and be very weak when there are 
barriers of language, custom, and political affiliation. 
Ssnnpathy with one’s immediate fellows is easily turned 
into antipathy to the outsider and stranger. Education is 
limited aJso by range of contract and intercourse, and at 
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present the forces that educate into nationalistic patriot- 
ism are powerful and those that educate into equal regard 
and esteem for aliens are weak. The economic motive 
works both ways. As already stated, war almost undoubt- 
edly entails loss for a nation as a whole; the risk of loss 
through defeat is great. But there are also profiteers, those 
who stand to gain for themselves, and there is no guar- 
antee that they will not occupy places of power and in- 
fluence. Aside from profiteering, the existence of protec- 
tive tariffs shows how far men are from believing that free 
exchange is of necessity a mutual advantage. 

As for the legal penal sanction, that is manifestly totally 
lacking, since there is no common political superior that 
makes laws with penalties attached for violation. In short, 
all the conditions that made utilitarianism domestically 
and internally effective are either absent or much en- 
feebled in international relations. It will be understood 
that these remarks are no more an attack upon utilitarian- 
ism than they are a defense of it. They are made not for 
the sake of making any assessment of utilitarianism but 
because they throw light upon the present lack of a co- 
herent body of moral ideas that may be efficaciously ap- 
plied in international matters. The evidence is the more 
striking in the case of utilitarian moral beliefs, because al- 
though not universally accepted — in fact although bitterly 
attacked — they were none the less effective within a 
nation. 

The type of moral doctrine that for convenience in hav- 
ing a single name was called Hegelian is in fact much 
wider than any one school of philosophy. It goes back in 
its cruder form to Machiavelli and Hobbes. Both of these 
writers were attacked in their own day and ever since that 
day ^ immoralists rather than moralists. But nevertheless 
they represent a distinct type of moral ideas. Their under- 
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lying principle, when we eliminate idiosyncrasies of per- 
sonality and surroundings, is that institutions having 
authority, especially that institution we call the state, are 
a necessary precondition of the morality of individuals. 
Hence, the social organization has a privileged, indeed, a 
unique moral position. Being the condition without wfidh 
morality in the concrete is impossible, it is also ati^ve 
morals in the ordinary sense, in the sense in which privkte 
persons and voluntary communities are required to be 
moral. The idea came into later German phUosophy not 
from Machiavelli and Hobbes direct but by a revival of 
Greek (especially Aristotelian) political ethics Interpreted 
by the teaching of Spinoza. The latter, living in a period 
of almost universal war, external and civil, with all its at* 
tendant insecurity of existence, immensely deepened the 
teaching of Hobbes. He taught expressly that the author- 
ity of the state is a necessary pre-condition of stability of 
social and personal life and of any widespread freedom 
and rationality of life. Even the most rational of beings 
cannot put his rationality into effect and achieve freedom 
except as he has the external support as well as the posi- 
tive assistance of others. Without political power most 
men will be governed by their passions, and the wisest of 
men will be constantly at the mercy of his environment 
and of appetite and passion. 

The political condition of Germany, internal and ex- 
ternal, after the Napoleonic wars created a situation favor- 
able to the revival of these ideas. It also furnished a situ- 
ation in which these ideas were important intellectual 
weapons in regenerating and unifying under the hegemony 
of Prussia the separate and particularistic states of Ger- 
many. These ideas, first taught in the universities, were so 
congenial to the needs of political Germany that they soon 
bore practical fruit. If they were not active forces in^ 
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bringing about the centralization of previously scattered 
political authority they at least formulated the end and 
gave it intellectual justification. 

It is not necessary to sp)end much time showing that this 
type of ethical thought, a type which insisted upon cer- 
tainty, imity and stability of institutions, as utilitarians 
insisted upon the spread of general personal happiness, 
did not and could not favorably affect international moral- 
ity. Its whole tendency was toward an intellectual glorifi- 
cation of the national state. Struggle between states was a 
necessary incident of history; more than this, it operated 
to strengthen and consolidate the authority of institutions. 
Success in war was objective evidence of a superior social 
organization, and hence of superior morality. If a single 
peaceful international order is ever attainable it is only 
by means of a Pax Romana; some one state must become 
so powerful as to be able to enforce its will upon all other 
communities. 

I do not mean to intimate that the^ two types of moral 
doctrine exhausj the ethical conceptions that have devel- 
oped in the void left by the subsidence of the theory of 
natural law. There are others of considerable importance. 
But the career of the two selected types may serve to il- 
lustrate our main thesis: one important factor in the pres- 
ent problem of ethics and international relations is found 
on the side of ethical beliefs themselves in their confused 
and contending divergencies. The trouble does not reside 
wholly on the practical side. It is not my intent to propose 
any set of moral beliefs which might in my opinion rem- 
edy this state of affairs. I content myself with pointing out 
that since we are still in a very early period of anything 
which may be called the modem world there is no ground 
for despair as to the future. Every condition of life as it 
moves toward coherent organization develops its own 
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tthos, its own standards and codes. A unified moral code 
will grow up when social relations are better adjusted. It 
is trite to say that we live in a time of immense transi- 
tions; we do not sufficiently note that ethical confusiop al- 
ways attends such epochs. 

Ill • Force, Violence and Law* 

The empirical perplexities which attend the question of 
the relationship of force and law are many and genuine. 
The war brings home to us the question not only of the re- 
lation of force to international law, but the place of force 
in the economy of human life and progress. To what ex- 
tent is organization of force in the multitude of ways re- 
quired for the successful conduct of modern war a fair 
’test of the work of a social organization? From another 
angle, the reform of our criminal law and our penal meth- 
ods compels us to consider the significance of force. Are 
the Tolstoians right in holding that the state itself sets the 
great example of violence and furnishes the proof of the 
evils which result from violence? Or, from the other side, 
is not the essence of all law coercion? In the industrial 
domain, direct actionists lead us to inquire whether mani- 
festation of force, threatened and veiled if not overt, is 
not, after all, the only efficacious method of bringing 
about any social change which is of serious import. Do not 
the usual phenomena attending strikes show us that the 
ordinary legal forms are just a kind of curtain drawn 
politely over the conflicts of force which alone arc de- 
cisive? Are our effective legidative enactments anything 
more than registrations of results of battles previously 
fought out on the field of human endurance? In many so* 
dal fields, reformers are now struggling for an extension 
of governmental activity by way of supervision and regu* 

♦From Characters and Events, pp. 782-789; 834-641, 
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lation. Does not such action always amount to an effort to 
extend the exercise of force on the part of some section of 
society, with a corresponding restriction of the forces em- 
ployed by others? In spite of the fact that the political 
thinking of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries is 
out of date, were not the thinkers of that period clearer 
headed than we are in acknowledging that all political 
questions are simply questions of the extension and re- 
striction of exercise of power on the part of specific groups 
in the community? Has the recent introduction of an 
idealistic terminology about moral and common will, 
about juridical and moral personalities, done anything but 
muddle our minds about the hard fact that all our social 
questions at bottom concern the possession and use of 
force; and the equally hard fact that our political and 
legal arrangements are but dispositions of force to make 
more secure the other forms of its daily use? 

In taking up the writings of the theorists it is not easy 
to persuade oneself that they are marked by much con- 
sistency, With a few notable exceptions, the doctrine that 
the state rests upon or is common will seems to turn out 
but a piece of phraseology to justify the uses actually 
made of force. Practices of coercion and constraint which 
would be intolerable if frankly labeled “Force” seem to 
become laudable w^hen baptized with the name of “Will,” 
although they otherwise remain the same. Or, if this state- 
ment is extreme, there seems to be little doubt that the ac- 
tual capacity of the state to bring force to bear is what has 
most impressed theorists, and that what they are after is 
some theoretical principle which will justify the exercise 
of force; so that in a great many cases such terms as com- 
mon will, supreme will, supreme moral or juridical per- 
sonality, are eulogistic phrases resorted to in behalf of 
such justification. The one thing that dearly stands out 
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is that the use of force is felt to require explanation and 
sanction. To make force itself the ultimate principle is felt 
to be all one with proclaiming anarchy and issuing an invi- 
tation to men to settle all their difficulties by recourse to 
fighting it out to see which is the stronger. And yet ^hat 
every political student is profoundly convinced of, is, I 
suppose, that at bottom every political struggle is a strag- 
gle for control, for power. \ 

Although I have raised large questions, it is not my sip- 
bition to answer them. I have but outlined a large stage 
upon which to move about some quite minor figures. In 
the first place, something can be done, I think, by clarify- 
ing certain of the ideas which enter into the discussion. We 
may, I think, profitably discriminate the three conceptions 
of power or energy, coercive force, and violence. Power or 
energy is either a neutral or an eulogistic term. It denotes 
effective means of operation; ability or capacity to exe- 
cute, to realize ends. Granted an end which is worth while, 
and power or energy becomes a eulogistic term. It means 
nothing but the sura of conditions available for bringing 
the desirable end into existence. Any political or legal 
theory which will have nothing to do with power on the 
ground that all power is force and all force brutal and 
non-moral is obviously condemned to a purely sentimen- 
tal, dreamy morals. It is force by which we excavate sub- 
ways and build bridges and travel and manufacture; it is 
force which is utilized in spoken argument or published 
book. Not to depend upon and utilize force is simply to be 
without a foothold in the real world. 

Energy becomes violence when it defeats or frustrates 
purpose instead of executing or realizing it. When the dy- 
namite charge blows up human beings instead of rocks, 
when its outcome is waste instead of production, destruc- 
tion instead of construction, we call it not energy or pow^ 
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but violence. Coercive force occupies, we may fairly say, 
a middle place between power as energy and power as vio- 
lence. To turn to the right as an incident of locomotion is 
a case of power: of means deployed in behalf of an end. 
To run amuck in the street is a case of violence. To use 
energy to make a man observe the rule of the road is a case 
of coercive force. Immediately, or with respect to his ac- 
tivities, it is a case of violence; indirectly, when it is exer- 
cised to assure the means which are needed for the success- 
ful realization of ends, it is a case of constructive use of 
power. Constraint or coercion, in other words, is an inci- 
dent of a situation under certain conditions — ^namely, 
where the means for the realization of an end are not natu- 
rally at hand, so that energy has to be spent in order to 
make some power into a means for the end in hand. 

If we formulate the result, we have something of this 
kind. Law is a statement of the conditions of the organi- 
zation of energies which, when unorganized, conflict and 
result in violence — ^that is, destruction or waste. We can- 
not substitute reason for force, but force becomes rational 
when it is an organized factor in an activity instead of 
operating in an isolated way or on its own hook. For the 
sake of brevity, I shall refer to the organization of force 
hereafter as efficiency, but I beg to remind you that the 
use of the term always implies an actual or potential con- 
flict and resulting waste in the absence of some scheme for 
distributing the energies involved. 

These generalities are, it will be objected, innocuous 
and meaningless. So they are in the abstract. Let us take 
the question of the justification of force in a strike. I do 
not claim, of* course, that what has been said tells us 
whether the use of force is justified or not. But I hold that 
it suggests the way of finding out in a given case whether 
it is justifiable or not. It is, in substance, a question of e^ 
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ficiency (including economy) of means in the accomplish- 
ing of ends. If the social ends at stake can be more effec- 
tively subserved by the existing legal and economic 
machinery, resort to physical action of a more direct kind 
has no standing. If, however, they represent an ineffective 
organization of means for the ends in question, thdn re- 
course to extra-legal means may be indicated ; provioed it 
really serves the ends in question — a very large qualifica- 
tion be it noted. A recourse to direct force is a supplemen- 
tation of existent deficient resources in effective energy 
under some circumstances. 

Such a doctrine is doubtless unwelcome. It is easily in- 
terpreted so as to give encouragement to resorting to vio- 
lence and threats of violence in industrial struggles. But 
there is a very large ^4f*^ involved — the “if’’ of greater 
relative economy and efficiency. And when so regarded, it 
at once occurs to mind that experience in the past has 
shown that it is not usually efficient for parties to be 
judges in their own cause: that an impartial umpire is an 
energy saver. It occurs to mind, also, that the existing 
legal machinery, whatever its defects, represents a con- 
trivance which has been built up at great cost, and that the 
tendency to ignore its operation upon special provocation 
would so reduce the efficiency of the machinery in other 
atuations that the local gain would easily be more than 
offset by widespread losses in energy available for other 
ends. In the third place, experience shows that there is 
general presumption on the side of indirect and refined 
agencies as against coarse and strikingly obvious methods 
of utilizing power. The fine mechanism which runs a 
watch is more efficient than the grosser one which heaves 
a brick. Thus the bias against any doctrine which seems 
under any drcumstances to sanction resort to personal 
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and primitive methods of using force against the more im- 
p)ersonal juridical contrivances of society turns out to be 
prima jack justified on the principle of efficiency in use of 
means. 

Over and above this bare presumption, it must be ad- 
mitted that our organized contrivances are still so ineffec- 
tive that it is a delicate matter to tell how far a standing 
menace to resort to crude methods may be a necessary 
stimulus to the better working of the more refined meth- 
ods. There is a general presumption in politics against do- 
ing anything till it is clearly necessary; and indication of 
potential force operates as a sign of necessity. In other 
words social reorganization is usually a response to a 
threatened conflict. 

This conclusion that violence means recourse to means 
which are relatively wasteful may be strengthened by con- 
sidering penal measures. Upon the whole, the opinion 
seems to be current that in such matters force is hallowed 
by the mere fact that it is the State which employs it, or 
by the fact that it is exercised in the interests of “justice*’ 
— retribution in the abstract, or what is politely called 
“vindicating the law.** When the justification of force is 
sought in some kind of abstract consideration of this sort, 
no questions are to be raised about the efficiency of the 
force used, for it is not conceived as a specific means to a 
specific end. It is the sacrosanct character thus attributed 
to the State’s use of forcq which gives pungency to the 
Tolstoian charge that the State is the archcriminal, the 
person who has recourse to violence on the largest scale, I 
see no way out except to say that all depends upon the 
efficient adaptation of means to ends. The serious charge 
against the State is not that it uses force— nothing was 
ever accomplished without using force — but that it does 
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not use it wisely or effectively. Our penal measures arc still 
largely upon the level which would convince a man by 
knocking him down instead of by instructing him. 

My treatment is of course very summary. But I hope 
that it suggests my main point. No ends are accompli^d 
without the use of force. It is consequently no presumpuon 
against a measure, political, international, jural, econoi^ic, 
that it involves a use of force. Squeamishness about fcSrce 
is the mark not of idealistic but of moonstruck morals. 
But antecedent and abstract principles cannot be assigned 
to justify the use of force. The criterion of value lies in 
the relative efficiency and economy of the expenditure of 
force as a means to an end. With advance of knowledge, 
refined, subtle and indirect use of force is always displac- 
ing coarse, obvious and direct methods of applying it. This 
is the explanation to th*e ordinary feeling against the use of 
force. What is thought of as brutal, violent, immoral, is a 
use of physical agencies which are gross, sensational and 
evident on their own account, in cases where it is possible 
to employ with greater economy and less waste means 
which are comparatively imperceptible and refined. 

It follows from what has been said that the so-called 
problem of ‘‘moralizing” force is in reality a problem of 
intellectualizing its use: a problem of employing so to say 
neural instead of gross muscular force as a means to ac- 
complish ends. An immoral use of force is a stupid use. I 
sometimes hear apologies for w^ which proceed by point- 
ing out how largely all social life is a disguised contest of 
hostile powers. Our economic life, so it is said, is but a 
struggle for bread where the endurance and even the lives 
of laborers are pitted against the resources of employers. 
Only lack of imagination fails to see the economic war, the 
industrial battlefield with its ammunition trains and hu- 
man carnage. Let the point be admitted. What still re- 
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mains true is that the decisive question is the level of ef- 
ficiency and economy upon which the deplojdng of forces 
goes on. Our present economic methods may be so waste- 
ful, so destructive, as compared with others which are 
humanly possible, as to be barbarous. Yet competitive 
commercial methods may represent an advance in the 
utilization of human and natural resources over methods 
of war. In so far as they involve greater indirection and 
complexity of means, the presumption is that they are an 
advance. 

No matter what idealists and optimists say, the energy 
of the world, the number of forces at disposal, is plural, 
not unified. There are different centers of force and they 
go their ways independently. They come into conflict; 
they clash. Energy which would otherwise be used in ef- 
fecting something is then used up in friction; it goes to 
waste. Two men may be equally engaged about their re- 
spective businesses, and their businesses may be equally 
reputable and important, and yet there may be no har- 
mony in their expenditures of energy. They are driving 
opposite ways on the road and their vehicles collide. The 
subsequent waste in quarreling is as certain as the imme- 
diate waste in a smash-up. The rule that each shall turn to 
the right is a plan for organizing otherwise independent 
and potentially conflicting energies into a scheme which 
avoids waste, a scheme allowing a maximum utilization of 
energy. Such, if I mistake not, is the true purport of all 
law. 

Either I am mistaken, or those persons who are clam- 
oring for the “substitution of law for force’^ have their lan- 
guage, at least, badly mixed. And a continuous use of 
mixed language is likely to produce a harmful mixture in 
ideas. Force is the only thing in the world which effects 
anything, and literally to substitute law for force would be 
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as intelligent as to try to run an engine on the mathemati- 
cal formula which states its most efficient running. Doubt- 
less those who use the phrase have their hearts in the right 
place; they mean some method of regulating the expjendi- 
ture of force which will avoid the wastes incident to (pres- 
ent methods. But too often the phrase is bound up\ with 
intellectual confusion. There is a genuine emotional\ani- 
mosity to the very idea of force. The ‘‘philosophy of fotce” 
is alluded to scornfully or indignantly — which is some- 
what as if an engineer should speak deprecatingly of the 
science of energy. 

At various times of my life I have, with other wearied 
souls, assisted at discussions between those who were Tol- 
stoians and — ^well, those who weren’t. In reply to the agi- 
tated protests of the former against war and the police and 
penal measures, I have listened to the time-honored 
queries about what you should do when the criminal at- 
tacked your friend or child. I have rarely heard it stated 
that since one cannot even walk the street without using 
force, the only question which persons can discuss with 
one another concerns the most effective use of force in 
gaining ends in specific situations. If one’s end is the sav- 
ing of one’s soul immaculate, or maintaining a certain 
emotion unimpaired, doubtless force should be used to in- 
hibit natural muscular reactions. If the end is something 
else, a hearty fisticuff may be the means of realizing it. 
What is intolerable is that men should condemn or eulo- 
gize force at large, irrespective of its use as a means of 
getting results. To be interested in ends and to have con- 
tempt for the means which alone secure them is the last 
stage of intellectual demoralization. 

It is hostility to force as force, to force intrinsically, 
which has rendered the peace movement so largely an anti- 
movement, with all the weaknesses which appertain to 
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cver)rthing that is primarily anti-anything. Unable to con- 
ceive the task of organizing the existing forces so they may 
achieve their greatest efficiency, pacifists have had little 
recourse save to decry evil emotions and evil-minded men 
as tlie causes of war. Belief that war springs from the emo- 
tions of hate, pugnacity and greed rather than from the 
objective causes which call these emotions into play re- 
duces the peace movement to the futile plane of hortatory 
preaching. The avarice of munition-makers, the love of 
some newspapers for exciting news, and the depravity of 
the anonymous human heart doubtless play a part in the 
generation of war. But they take a hand in bringing on 
war only because there are specific defects in the organi- 
zation of the energies of men in society which give them 
occasion and stimulation. 

If law or rule is simply a device for securing such a 
distribution of forces as keeps them from conflicting with 
one another, the discovery of a new social arrangement is 
the first step in substituting law for war. The ordinary 
pacifist’s method is like trying to avoid conflict in the use 
of the road by telling men to love one another, instead of 
by instituting a rule of the road. Until pacifism puts its 
faith in constructive, inventive intelligence instead of in 
appeal to emotions and in exhortation, the disparate unor- 
ganized forces of the world will continue to develop out- 
breaks of violence. 

The principle cuts, however, two ways. I know of no 
word more often deprived of meaning and reduced to a 
mere emotional counter than the word ‘‘end,” of which I 
have made free use. Men appeal to ends to justify their 
resort to force when they mean by ends only footless de- 
sires. An end is something which concerns results rather 
than aspirations. We justify the use of force in the name 
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of justice when dealing with criminals in our infantilely 
barbaric penal methods. But unless its use is actually an 
effective and economical means of securing specific re- 
sults, we are using violence to relieve our immediate im- 
pulses and to save ourselves the labor of thought and con* 
struction. So men justify war in behalf of words whidb 
would be empty were they not charged with emotional^ 
force — ^words like honor, liberty, civilization, divine pur^ 
pose and destiny — forgetting that a war, like anything else^ 
has specific concrete results on earth. Unless war can be 
shown to be the most economical method of securing the 
results which are desirable with a minimum of the unde- 
sirable results, it marks waste and loss: it must be ad- 
judged a violence, not a use of force. The terms honor, 
liberty, future of civilization, justice, become sentimental 
phantasies of the same order as the catchwords of the pro- 
fessional pacifist. Their emotional force may keep men go- 
ing, but they throw no light on the goal or on the way 
traveled. 

I would not wish to cast doubt on anything which aims 
to perceive facts and to act on their light. The conception 
of an international league to enforce peace, an interna- 
tional police force, has about it a flavor of reality. Never- 
theless force is efficient socially not when imposed upon a 
scene from without, but when it is an organization of the 
forces in the scene. We do not enjoy common interests and 
amicable intercourse in this country because our fathers 
instituted a United States and armed it with executive 
force. The formation of the United States took place be- 
cause of the community of interests and the amicable in- 
tercourse already existent. Doubtless its formation facili- 
tated and accelerated the various forces which it concen- 
trated, but no amount of force possessed by it could have 
imposed commerce, travel^ unity of tradition and outlook 
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Upon the thirteen states. It was their union, their organi*' 
zation. And no league to enforce peace will fare prosper- 
ously save as it is the natural accompaniment of a con- 
structive adjustment of the concrete interests which are al- 
ready at work. Not merely the glorification of either war 
or peace for their own sakes, but equally the glorification 
of diplomacy, prestige, national standing and power and 
international tribunals at large, tends to keep men’s 
thoughts engaged with emotional abstractions, and turns 
them away from the perception of the particular forces 
which have to be related. The passage of force under law 
occurs only when all the cards are on the table, when the 
objective facts which bring conflicts in their train are ac- 
knowledged, and when intelligence is used to devise mech- 
anisms which will afford to the forces at work all the sat 
isfaction that conditions p)ennit. 

Our traditional evangelical trust is in morals apart from 
intelligence, and in ideals apart from executive and engi- 
neering force. Our Christianity has become identified with 
vague feeling and with an optimism which we think is a 
sign of a pious faith in Providence but which in reality is 
a trust in luck, a deification of the feeling of success re- 
gardless of any intelligent discrimination of the nature of 
success. 

It may be that the words idealism and ideals will have 
to go — ^that they are hopelessly discredited. It may be that 
they wilbbecome s3monyms for romanticism, for blind sen- 
timentalism, for faith in mere good intentions, or that they 
will come to be regarded as decorative verbal screens be- 
hind which to conduct sinister plans. But the issue is real, 
not verbal. There remains a difference between narrow 
and partial ends and full and far-reaching ends; between 
the success of the few for the moment and the happiness 
of the many for an enduring time; a difference between 
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identifying happiness with the elements of a meagre and 
hard life and those of a varied and free life. This is the 
only difference between materialism and idealism that 
counts. And until we act persistently upon the fact that 
the difference depends upon the use of force and that 
force can be directed only by intelligence, we shall con- 
tinue to dwell in a world where the difference between 
materialism and idealism will be thought to be a matter of 
opinion, argument and personal taste. To go on opposing 
ideals and force to each other is to perpetuate this regime. 
The issue is not that of indulging in ideals versus using 
force in a realistic way. As long as we make this opposi- 
tion we render our ideals impotent, and we play into the 
hands of those who conceive force as primarily military. 
Our idealism will never prosper until it rests upon the or- 
ganization and resolute use of the greater forces of modem 
life; industry, commerce, finance, scientific inquiry and 
discussion and the actualities of human companionship. 



CHAFTES NINE 


INTERNATIONAL LAW ANp THE 
SECURITY OF NATIONS 

I • On International Cooperation* 

NO intelligent person, apart from party politics or the 
exigencies of consistency with some position taken in the 
past, favors isolation for its own sake, or is cold to the 
idea of cooperation. But cooperation with whom and for 
what? Even thos2 whose natural bias is toward the League 
of Nations are interested in having light shed on this sub- 
ject. International cooperation is hardly possible unless 
there is something international with which to cooperate. 
What is it and where is it? Are we to cooperate with 
France and her satellites upon the continent? Or are we to 
side with Great Britain in her differences of opinion, her 
fundamental conflicts of policy with France? What is to be 
our attitude on the subject of reductions of reparations? If 
responsible French statesmen openly charge the English 
with a desire to break the Treaty of Versailles because the 
English propose certain modifications in the reparation 
clauses, will similar proposals from us which might go fur- 
ther promote international goodwill or international bitter- 
ness? What is the American people prepared to offer from 
its side? 

Such questimis might be multiplied almost indefinitely. 

* From Chanciers and BvetUs, vol. II, pp. 622-626 (first pub- 
ashed in Tht New RepubNc, Mard 7 and March 28, 1923). 
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Until they have been carefully thought out and stwne def- 
inite guarantees secured in connection with some definite 
plan, any specific move toward international cooperation 
on our part will be but a repetition of what happened 
when we plunged into the war without having first come 
to an understanding with our associates, only to find in 
the end our hands tied in the execution of our own poli- 
cies by conflicting European policies in general, and se- 
cret agreements in particular. And somehow “honor,” the 
honor that demands that gambling debts take precedence 
of everything else, required that the secret understandings 
should be carried out in violation of our public utterances 
and promises publicly accepted by our European associ- 
ates. Why repeat the experiment without even the excuse 
of wartime excitement, without the warning of an experi- 
ence of which we were then innocent? 

The question of cooperation is not only a question with 
whom in Europe we are to cooperate and what for, but 
also of unity and division of opinion at home. Irrespective 
of conflict and confusion in Europe, there is equally great 
confusion and conflict in our own opinion as to what 
should be done in Europe and how it should be done. It 
is perhaps for this reason that current pro-League prop- 
aganda ignores all details, and appeals to the sentiment 
against war and assures us that as soon as we join the 
League, Turkish atrocities will be impossible and the 
sword will be broken. Who can say with assurance what 
the prevailing sentiment is with respect lo the French in- 
vasion of the industrial regions of Germany? There are 
many influential newspapers which defend it; there are 
others which are noncommittal and ready to approve or 
condemn as events turn out. The anti-German hatred 
aroused by the war is still active; perhaps the mass does 
not care to think beyond the alleged fact that France suf* 
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fered so much that Germany still deserves whatever it 
gets. The moment we are entangled in European affairs 
this difference of sentiment among us ceases to be a senti- 
mental affair and becomes a matter of public policy and 
of domestic politics. We shall either be doing something 
which, no matter in what direction, arouses bitter strife 
among ourselves, or our representatives abroad will com- 
mit us to something for which Congress and the people 
will not stand, and the history of President Wilson at Ver- 
sailles will be repeated. 

Again, the neglect of Russia is incredible. Russia is still 
the most populous nation of Europe and potentially the 
most powerful. Whether ten or forty years pass before the 
position of Russia is restored makes little difference. Be- 
fore we talk much more about international cooperation 
with the world at large and offer ourselves as both Moses 
and Messiah, might it not be well to find out just what 
our attitude is with respect to Russia and her part in the 
world’s affairs? We might make Russia an objective test of 
our willingness and our ability to engage in international 
cooperation. 

WTiether we look at the situation in Europe or at home, 
it is hard to find any evidence of readiness to cooperate in 
any definite and systematic way, much less to tie our- 
selves up with that League of governments which em- 
bodies all the forces which have brought the world to its 
present pass, Europe does not want and will not tolerate 
our cooperation except on its own terms, and it is divided 
against itself as to those terms. The notion that we have 
only to offer ourselves as universal arbiter — ^and pay- 
master — and all will be well is childish in the extreme. 
But even if it came anywhere near the actual condition in 
Europe, who are we that we may serve in such a capacity? 
Every contending group in Europe is found here: pro-Eng- 
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lish, pro-French, pro-German, pro-Serbian, pro-Greek and 
pro-Bulgarian— almost everything pro except pro-Turkish, 
with all the antis involved in these various partisanships. 
And in addition we are ignorant, inexperienced, governed 
by emotion rather than by information and insight. The 
fact that only appeal to emotion can possibly be successful 
in engaging us to enter the League of Nations is the most 
conclusive reason possible for our staying out of it. 

Piously speaking, the ruling statesmen of Europe, of 
course, do not wish war. But neither do they wish to 
avoid it enough to lead them to reduce armaments, bal- 
ance budgets, straighten out their affairs, and try to create 
a decently stable and amicable Europe. Under these cir- 
cumstances, I submit that we should distrust the motives 
of some of the Europeans who are anxious to have us get 
into their politics. They want us now for the same reason 
that they wanted us during the war — to add power to 
their policies. There are others of whom this is not true; 
they are desperate because they realize the desperate state 
of Europe. We are entitled, however, to discount their de- 
sire until Europe shows some evidence that it is coming to 
their point of view. In any case they are naturally — and 
quite properly — ^looking at the matter from the standpoint 
of Europe. WTiat happens to us in case our entrance makes 
things no better is not their affair. But it is our affair. 

A Europe which is divided against itself on every im- 
portant issue is not a Europe in which we are likely to re- 
duce appreciably the risk of war, and it is a Europe in 
which we intervene at our own peril, at the peril of becom- 
ing entangled in the old problems of the balance — that is, 
the preponderance of power; It is perhaps irrelevant to 
the present writing,* but I think it is time that we told the 
European propagandists who are lecturing us both on our 
♦But it obviously is not to the present reprinting.*— Ed. 
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morality and our own best interests that they have a more 
pressing field of labor in both these respects at home. 

These considerations would hold good, even if the 
American people were prepared to assume the responsibili- 
ties urged upon us. The dangers of our entrance would still 
be enormous. But when we are divided in sentiment and 
sympathy, when we have no worked-out policy shared by 
any large number of even the more intelligent part of our 
electorate, when we are ignorant and inexperienced in for- 
eign affairs, it appears to many of us to be more than 
dangerous: to be gratuitous folly.’*' 

II On America’s Responsibilityf 

The ^^practical idealism^^ of the United States has per- 
haps assumed a Pharisaical tinge due to over-advertising. 
Like another fine thing and fine word, “service,” it has 
been cheapened by the use to which it has been put by 
self-seekers and by those who grab at any idealistic phrase 
which is current in order to advance any cause in which 
they arc interested. Nevertheless there is an immense fund 

♦The basic reason for Mr, Dewey’s opposition to America en- 
tering into the League of Nations he forcefully summarized in the 
following statement: '*Thc League [of Nations] is not honestly 
named. It is a League of governments pure and simple.” {The 
New Republic, March 28, 1923; italics in original). If the cur- 
rent proposal for “Collective Security” seems to be more honest 
than the League of Nations, it is Uirougb no fault of its pro- 
ponents. It is undoubtedly obvious to everyone that the mem- 
bers of the proposed “League for Collective Security” are to 
be governments; but the pYopagandists do their best to minimize 
and obscure this fact and to make it appear as if “Collective Secur- 
ity” is and will be of, for and by the peoples (or nations) involved. 
Mr. Dewey’s reasons for opposing America’s entry into the League 
of Nations apply therefore with augmented force against America’s 
participation in any such “League for Collective Security” as is be- 
ing currently agitated for. In fact, wherever “League of Nations’* 
occurs in the text the reader can substitute “Collective Security,” 
without altering the essential meaning. — Ed. 

t From Characters and Events, vol. II, pp. 691-69S (first pub- 
lished in The Christian Century, Dec. 23, 1926). 
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of goodwill and desire to be of help t© those in need dif- 
fused among the American people. This is no especial 
credit to us ; it would be a shame were it otherwise. It was 
born of pioneer conditions, fostered by the mobility of life 
and the need of improvising cooperative adjustments to 
meet new conditions, and is demanded by the amplitude 
of our resources on account of which so many are raised 
above the pressure of personal need. Much of the energy 
which in other countries drives along political channels 
goes in this country in voluntary unions devoted to the 
public welfare. 

This fund of goodwill, in spite of all appearances to the 
contrary, still exists with respect to international affairs. 
There are definite causes for our attitude of aloofness from 
European struggles and problems. Large portions of our 
population migrated here in order to escape ills of one 
sort or another from which they suffered across the sea. 
They wanted to get away mentally and morally as well as 
physically; they still want to forget. In a pinch they are 
for their old country as against some other country, but in 
general they are anti-European. The diversity of our im- 
migrant population is another factor. There is hardly a 
national group which has not a tradition of fear, suspi- 
cion, hostility toward some other European nation which 
is its historic enemy. One of the conditions required in 
order that these different groups may live in amity on 
this side of the water is that there should be a tacit agree- 
ment to put European questions in the background, to 
leave them alone as far as possible. Otherwise our politics 
and our social life would have continued and repeated all 
the historic strifes of Europe. 

Physical distance inevitably carries with it a certain 
amount of psychological isolation. The mass of people oc- 
cupied with the things which have to be deme in their 
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daily life have little leisure and little call to ^ve much 
thought to affairs going on in remote places. All the forces 
of self-preservation Work automatically against mixing in 
matters, especially political-ones, which are so far away as 
to be beyond adequate knowledge, not to say beyond con- 
trol. Minding one’s own business is a form of conduct that 
commends itself even more nationally than domestically. 
Consider how dose the British Isles are to the continent 
of Europe, and yet how her whole traditional policy up to 
very recent years has made in the direction of isolation. 
Isolation is not a high ideal but it denotes a better state of 
things than one of meddling which involves the meddler 
in unpleasant complications and does no one else any good 
in the end. There is something humorous in the rebukes 
and advice freely handed out to Americans regarding the 
selfishness and futility of American isolation, in view of 
the century-old similar polides of Great Britain in spite 
of her much closer and more numerous contacts. 

Even such a cursory sununary as these remarks would 
be woefully incomplete were there not mentioned the dis^ 
illuslonments following the war. The outcome of the war 
served as an enormous political education; I do not say a 
complete or adequate one. But the prevalent feeling of 
having been fooled — ^prevaQing even among those who 
think we would have to do the same thing over under like 
circumstances, only in a different spirit — ^together with the 
withdrawal which accompanies this feeling, is not a mere 
emotional gesture due to temporary fatigue and disgust. It 
is attended with a much greater knowledge than the Amer- 
ican people had before of the realities of European racial 
and economic rivalries, political intrigues and diplomatic 
methods. Few have taken the trouble to go into the details 
of the discus^on of war guilt But great masses of people 
are convinced that tite war merely reflected the European 
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State of mind and ot p)olitics. They set, in spite of Locarno 
and one or two other favorable occurrences^ no marked 
sign that the state of the European mind and politics has 
undergone any change^ save such as is due to exhaustion. 
Fundamentally the attitude of aloofness is due to a deter* 
mined aversion to mixing in the complications of Euro- 
pean strife, intrigue and mutual treacheries. There is a 
natural aversion to experiencing the troubles incident to 
getting mixed up with such a situation. But there is more 
than that. There is a firm belief that the whole American 
situation and tradition in international matters is radically 
diverse from the European system. 

This need not imply that we think we are morally bet- 
ter. Admission that present Europeans are not to blame 
for what they have inherited, nor we deserving because of 
what we have inherited, does not affect the fact. That fact 
is the important thing, and the fact is that the two sys- 
tems are different. The notion that we can really be of 
help to Europe by joining in their affairs on terms that are 
set by their unhappy international and diplomatic heritage 
seems to me silly. We shall simply be drawn in, and our 
system assimilated to theirs. ? 

What has been said may be taken superficially as a 
justification of a policy of isolation on our part. The in- 
tention is wholly different. A few of the causes of the 
tendency toward isolation have been stated. Even should 
one regard them all as evil — ^which they certainly are not 
— they exist as facts and help determine the situation. 
Any realistic thinker, one who wishes not just to be ideal- 
istic in his private inner consciousness but to sec ideals 
carried out, must take them into account. They stand as 
a solid block s^ainst certain methods which are most 
urged upon us as methods of cooperating with European 
recovery and of assisting the cause of world peace. The 
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efforts in question come from many high-minded and de- 
voted men and women. But they are pathetic. The whole 
set and movement of American affairs doom them ter dis- 
appointment. The fact that the conscious fund of Ameri- 
can idealism with respect to international friendship has 
gone so largely into such impossible channels is a large 
part of the explanation of why the genuine practical 
idealism of the American people has remained latent and 
ineffective. 

Thus we come to the real purpose of the statement re- 
garding the causes of American aloofness. Upon what 
terms and along what lines can American sentiment, belief 
and action be mobilized in behalf of the supreme cause of 
international understanding and goodwill? The attempt to 
force them into channels which are opposed to their very 
nature results only in increasing aloofness, in promoting 
indifference, or even antagonism. The campaign for the 
league court, and its fate, should demonstrate this fact to 
any persons with open eyes. It is a pity, a tragedy, to see 
so much potential energy for good go to waste because of 
misdirection, while so much more potential energy, which 
might be roused into activity for international peace, re- 
mains passive and inert. 

I am accordingly addressing an appeal to those who 
have been actively and energetically concerned with bring- 
ing Europe and the United States together in behalf of 
world peace and amity. Why not search for a method and 
agency of operation which calls into play all the actual 
and latent practical idealism of the country? Why not 
seek means which are in accord with American tradition 
and outlook, measures whose consequences do not involve 
getting implicated in the heritage of European war poli- 
tics, and which will afford Europe an opportunity to free 
herself from that incubus? Is there ansrthing the United 
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States can do for Europe half as important as to share in 
emsmeipating her from the legalized war system? It is not 
just the results of the 4st war which weigh down Europe, 
which reduce her, which threaten her civilization. It is 
even more the prospects of the next war, and the next. It 
is the war system. Relieved from that dead weight and 
overhanging menace, no one believes that Europe has not 
enough resources — material, intellectual, moral — to re- 
cover herself, and become a leader in the friendly rivalry 
of civilizations. Anything which we do or can do that 
serves in whatever way, direct or indirect, closely or re- 
motely, to perpetuate the war system, is a disservice to 
Europe. Let the practical idealism of the United States do 
for Europe the one things that Europe most needs and the 
one thing which is most in harmony with American tradi- 
tion and aspirations, and in time all other needed things 
will be added. 

Ill • Preconditions of the Security of Nationsf 

Lamentations as to the gulf which divides the working 
ethical principles of nations from those animating decent 
individuals are copious. But they express the pious rather 
than the efficacious wish of those who indulge in them. 
They overlook the central fact that morals are relative to 
social organization. Individuals have to be moral because 
they can be. They can be because they are partakers in 
modes of associated life which confer powers and impose 
responsibilities upon them. States are non-moral in their 
activities just because of the absence of an inclusive so- 
ciety which defines and establishes rights. Hence they are 

thing” was the search for the method and agency 
embodied m the plan for Outlawry of War. For discussion of which 
see below.— Ed. 

t From Characters and Events, vol. II, pp. 645-648 (first pub- 
lished in The New Republic, March 23, 1918). 
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left to their own devices, secret and violent if need is 
deemed imminent, in judging and asserting their rights 
and obligations. The distance which separates the code of 
intrigue and conquest permissible to nations from the 
code exacted of persons measures the significance for mor- 
als of social organization. The nations exist with respect 
to one another in what the older writers called a state of 
nature, not in a social or political state. 

The not infrequent saying that international law ex- 
presses not true but only moral law is a striking indica- 
tion of the widespread absence of scientific understanding 
of morals. The actual fact is that until nations are bound 
together by the law of a social order, there cannot be any 
truly moral obligations existing among them. The attempt 
on the part of a particular nation to conceive of its rela- 
tions with other nations in genuinely moral terms may be 
a source of weakness. The bald enunciation of any such 
position as this is, very properly, shocking. The frank ac- 
ceptance of the double standard of conduct on the part 
of Germany has seemed to other nations to be an example 
of that abolition of all morality commonly known as 
Machiavellianism. But this attitude of abhorrence is ef- 
fective only in the degree in which it marks an aspiration 
for the establishment of ja social order among nations 
wherever moral relations may obtain. The moral deadli- 
ness of the assertion of a “higher^’ morality for a nation 
lies in its cynical contempt for the possibility of a society 
of nations where moral regulations would exist. Conversely, 
if the conception of a federated concert of nations obtains 
more widely and ardently in America than elsewhere, it 
is not because we are so mudi more moral than othets 
that we can conceive of a higher social state; it is rather 
that being more highly socialised we can conceive of a 
new morality. 
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^‘Conscience,** that is the aggregate of the moral senti- 
ments and ideas of man, is not the author and judge of so- 
cial institutions, but the product and reflex of the latter. 
They are functions of social organization. They reflect 
criticism of the existing social order as well as approval of 
it. But in this capacity they are heralds of a changed so- 
cial order. They are significant only as they become the 
pivots about which turn active efforts for the reconstruc- 
tion of the social order. The notion that it is possible to 
get bodies of men to act in accord with finer moral senti- 
ments while the general scheme of social organization re- 
mains the same is not only futile, it is a mark of the 
subtlest form of conceit, moral egotism. 

If only there were a general recognition of the depend- 
ence of moral control upon social order, all of the senti- 
ment and well-wishing opinion that is now dissipated 
would be centered. It would aim at the establishment of a 
definitely organized federation of nations not merely in 
order that certain moral obligations might be effectively 
enforced but in order that a variety of obligations might 
come into existence. The weakness on the ethical side of 
previous discussions of international courts and leagues 
has been that these have so largely assumed that moral 
considerations are already adeqynately cared for, and that 
it remains only to give them, through proper agencies, 
legal effect. The result was that moral enthusiasm was no 
sooner aroused than it was chilled by finding only legal 
technicalities with which to occupy itself, more interna- 
tional laws, treaties, courts, diplomats and lawyers. It 
wanted machinery to propel a great new idea and it found 
itself confronting additions to make the old machinery 
work better, to keep going the old idea of ultimate na- 
tional sovereignty and irresponsibility. It found itself con- 
fronted with negative provisions for making war more dif- 
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ficult to enter upon, but which refrained from dealing in 
any positively organized way with those defects in social 
organization from which wars proceed. All proposals short 
of a league of nations whose object is not the negative one 
of preventing war but the positive one of looking after 
economic and social needs which are now at the mercy of 
chance and the voracity of isolated states, assume that 
war is the effect of bellicosity — ^which is exactly on the in- 
tellectual level of the famous idea that it is the dormitive 
power of opium which puts men to sleep. 

Warlikeness is not of itself the cause of war; a clash of 
interests due to absence of organization is its cause. A 
supemational organization which oversees, obviates and 
adjusts these clashes, an organization which, as Mr. Levin- 
son* points out, is possible only with coincident outlawing 
of war itself, will focus moral energies now scattered and 
make operative moral ideas now futile. It will align the 
moral code of state behavior with the best which obtains 
as to personal conduct. 

IV ■ International Law and the War-Systemf 

Our country has been favored above other nations in its 
geographical position and by its history. Our remoteness 
from the great warring countries, our size and our re- 
sources have for the most part protected us from the en- 
tanglements, the jealousies, suspicions and animosities 
which the long, sad centuries have decreed to Europe. 
With such conditions it would be a shame indeed if a 
spirit of goodwill, a spirit of amity to other nations, had 

* Salmon 0. Levinson, the author of the Outlawry of War idea. 
-“Ed. 

t From Characters and Events, vol II, pp. 6S0-66S (first pub- 
lished in The Christian Century, Oct. 18, 1923 ; it was ori^nally 
delivered as an address in debate udth Manly 0. Hudson which ac- 
counts for some of the forms of expression used.-“£d.) 
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not grown up among us. We are sinners above other na- 
tions when without the excuse of European nations we 
surrender to pride, exclusiveness, distrust and the spirit 
of isolation and the other tendencies that make war so 
easy. This situation is not a privilege to be enjoyed; it is a 
trust which we have to use for the welfare of the nations 
of the world. It is an opportunity, and an opportunity 
that imposes a responsibility. 

We have, to be sure, an economic interest in the peace 
of the world, since peaceful and industrious nations make 
the best and safest customers. I would not belittle any 
motive that tends toward peace. But we have an interest 
in the peace of the world deeper and broader than that 
which self-interest dictates. We are bound by the history 
and spirit of our position in the world, and the law of 
noblesse oblige — the law that urges that every human be- 
ing shall use his advantages and privileges not for his own 
enjoyment alone, but as well for the aid and service of his 
neighbors — ^lies more heavily upon us than it does upon 
any other nation that has ever existed. If we should be 
recreant to this trust we prove ourselves unworthy of our 
past and of our opportunity. 

I believe that, upon the whole, oUr fellow-countrymen 
have a feeling for this fact. There are blots upon our es- 
cutcheon in our international relations. There are blots, 
unfortunately, still forming, In our dealings with weaker 
nations, especially to our south. But as yet I am not 
ready to admit that the American people is lacking in a 
profound fund of international goodwill or in the desire 
to make that effective in action. Our American idealism is 
not dead, it is not even sleeping; but it is ^nfused, dis- 
tracted, perplexed. The reason is obvious. It was given a 
channel of expression in which its manifestation was frus- 
trated, and since then it has not known where to turn or 
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what to try out. It has retired, discouraged, into itself. It 
has found itself blocked in the manifestation of its will to 
enter into cooperative relations with European nations; 
that will has been blocked by the hatreds and intrigues of 
the political order of Europe, embodied in its diplomacies, 
its foreign offices and its conference of ambassadors. The 
disorder of European international relations, including 
treaties and international law, centers about the war sys* 
tern. 

We have the word of Lord Robert Cecil for it that the 
warmongers are still active in Europe; that the standing 
armies and navies of Europe are larger than they were be- 
fore the war; that the budgets devoted to war purposes in 
Europe, the money raised by taxation of the people for 
the support of armies and navies, is greater today than it 
was before the late war, in spite of the overwhelming tri- 
umph of the allies, the broken power of the prostrate en- 
emies, and the absence of anybody in sight against whom 
this increase of military and naval power is to be directed. 
Naturally, under such circumstances American idealism 
has been discouraged and is waiting for something that 
will unite its desire to assist in a real reign of interna- 
tional amity and peace. It is waiting for the discovery of 
a channel through which it can operate, a channel that 
does not conduct to the political system of Europe which 
is at bottom bound up at every point with the war system 
—a system of deceit and intrigue, predadty and violence. 
Such a proposition has at last been pul before the Ameri- 
can people. Its short name is the Outlawry of War. 

This name denotes more than a sentiment of moral jus- 
tice. It denotes a general plan consisting of a few simple, 
understandable principles* War is not merely thought of 
and denounced as criminal; it is to be made a public 
crime by international law. It is not outlaw^ by rhetor- 
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ical resolutions passed by either peace societies or parlia- 
ments. A judicial substitute for wars as a method of set- 
tling disputes is to be created in the form of a supreme 
court of justice of the world, which will be a real supreme 
court of justice for and of the world and not the kind of 
thing to which the phraseology of the story of Voltaire i$ 
so readily applied that I will not go out of my way to ap-i 
ply it to the so-called permanent court of international 
justice. A judicial substitute for wars as a method of set- 
tling disputes is created in the form of a supreme court 
of the nations of the world, the court sitting and deciding 
cases under and by an international law that has made 
war a crime and the instigators or breeders of war as 
much criminals as any other kind of murderers that now 
infest the earth. 

The appeal to law and the court seems to many at first 
sight cold and dry. There is little glamour about it. Its ap- 
peal is to judgment rather than to mere feeling. At second 
sight, however, it seems to many chimerical; good, but 
too good to be true. After a period of feeling that it does 
not amount to much of anything, there is likely to come a 
feeling that it amounts to altogether too much to be prac- 
tical. But from personal experience I feel that if any one 
allows the idea to stay in his mind, there will come a 
third period when the notion is understood, and that un- 
derstanding it is equivalent to its hearty and enthusiastic 
acceptance — at least its acceptance by all who believe 
that the war system is the world^s present greatest evil. 

It is natural, it is inevitable, that -disputes, controver- 
sies, conflicts of interest and opinion shall arise between 
nations as between persons. Now to settle disputes finally, 
whether they are between nations or individuals, the ex- 
periences and wisdom of the world have found two meth- 
ods, and only two. One is the way of the law and courts; 
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the other is the way of violence and lawlessness. In pri- 
vate controversies the former way is now established. In 
disputes among nations the way of violence is equally es- 
tablished. The word * ‘established” is used advisedly. The 
evils of particular wars tend to blind us to a particular 
fact, namely, that the world lives today under a war sys- 
tem; a system entrenched in politics, in diplomacy, in ex- 
isting international law and in every court that sits under 
existing international law. 

The proposition, then, is not the moral proposition to 
abolish wars. It is the much more fundamental proposi- 
tion to abolish the war system as an authorized and legally 
sanctioned institution. The first idea is either utopian at 
present or merely sentiment. This other proposition, to 
abolish the war system as an authorized, established insti- 
tution sanctioned by law, contemplated by law, is prac- 
tical. To grant the difference between these two proposi- 
tions, one simply to do away with wars and the other to 
eliminate the war system as the reigning system under 
which international polUics, diplomacy and relations are 
conducted — to understand the difference between these 
two propositions is fundamental. Recourse to violence is 
not only a legitimate method for settling international dis- 
putes at present; under certain circumstances it is the only 
legitimate method, the ultimate reason of state. 

This fact explains the futility of present courts and of 
serious efforts at disarmament. It expresses also the source 
of moral contradiction in present life. In all domestic rela- 
tions resort to violence is a crime. It is practical to treat 
it as a crime, however, because there is an alternative 
method, the method of judicial trial and decision. But in 
international relations resort to violence is authorized, 
and it is authorized because of the absence of the alterna- 
tive, the judicial substitute. In this region, and in this re- 
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gion alone among human relations, law is on the side of 
the use of violence. It is on the side of the use of that 
which ever3rwhere else law makes a crime. And I invite 
you to consider the serious and fundamental nature of this 
contradiction between the moral sentiment of the worlcj 
and the international law which it is operating under, and 
to ask if there is any probability that the future peace ef- 
forts of mankind are really going to be more successful in 
reducing or preventing war than the efforts of the past 
have been until this condition of things is changed. Dis- 
putes are bound to arise. If we do not want them settled 
by violence we have got to find some other way to settle 
them. And as I have said, the experiences of mankind in 
the past have discovered but one way, that of law admin- 
istered through a court. Before any one, then, speaks 
Ughtly of law and court in this direction, he is bound to 
remember that when disputes assume a certain kind of in- 
tensity we know of but two ultimate ways of settling 
them — ^the one, the way of violence applied by the inter- 
ested parties; the other, the way of law, applied by par- 
ties as disinterested and impartial as human nature per- 
mits to exist. 

While the center of the proposition, then, lies in the 
idea of a real court, everything depends upon what law 
is applied by the court. Under what law does it operate? 
And recall again that the present law of nations contem- 
plates and authorizes recourse to war. A provision of in- 
ternational law which outlaws recourse to war is therefore 
a pre-condition of a court which in a true sense shall be a 
true court of international law and justice. The one objec- 
tion that I have heard is that a revision or the formation 
of international law is a laborious and slow process and 
that something needs to be done at once. Well, something 
does need to be done at once, but something that amounts 
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to something and something that is more than a blind ges- 
ture of combined hope and desi 5 eration. 

Now this something which needs to be done at once is 
simple and reasonably short in execution. It is largely a 
matter of eliminating everything from existing law that is 
concerned with war as a method of settling disputes. Do 
this, provide a court, and the remaining part of the task 
of perfecting and further developing the rules of inter- 
course and peace will naturally be taken up and worked 
out part passu with the function of the court itself. And 
here, as in other practical measures, we must ask what 
the alternatives are. Even supposing it should take time 
to develop an international law which does not recognize 
war, I ask you, what better use can be made of the time 
than to employ it in this way? Or is it to be employed as 
Europe has been employing it since the so-called peace at 
Versailles, when six armed disputes since the Treaty of 
Versailles have shaken the system of Europe; and there 
are other disputes as bitter as any of these which have led 
to war, that are still unsettled? 

I hope no one will take my word for the extent to 
which existing international law is bound up with war sys- 
tem. Consult the texts and decide for yourselves. The im- 
mortal work of Grotius is entitled The Laws of Peace and 
War, laws of war. Two of his three books are devoted 
exclusively to the discussion of war and that topic spills 
over into the remaining book. Its relation and importance 
have noi improved in modern treatment. Let me recall to 
you the situation of the last Hague conference in 1907, 
popularly if ironically termed a peace conference. It 
adopted fourteen measures, conventions, rules, relating to 
international conduct, of which twelve related to the con- 
duct of war and two related to arbitration and peace. Six 
to one in favor of war as against the rules of peace is a 
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fair measure of tlie relative importance which war and 
peace have shown in existing international law. 

The last war certainly gave us a sufficiently impressive 
appearance of the farcical if it were not tragfc nature of 
the efforts by rules of war to humanize war. In the doc- 
trine of self-preservation, military necessity and the lik^ 
international law leaves plenty of loopholes for any in^ 
genious nation. But the necessity of the case is that the 
object of a warring nation is to win the war and not to 
lose it by reason of humanity and politeness. 

The public mind in my humble judgment has been 
much obfuscated by the distinction between legal and 
non-legal disputes, justiciable and non-justiciable disputes. 
The effect is obfuscating, for it tends to create the impres- 
sion that certain disputes are intrinsically and necessarily 
non-legal. But all that legal and non-legal means is that 
certain cases are triable and other cases are not triable; 
and the important thing is, who decides what cases are 
triable and what cases are not triable. Any kind of case 
becomes legal, becomes justiciable, the moment the law 
and the courts operating according to that law declare 
that that particular kind of case is a kind of case that the 
courts should hear and decide. 

Now at present any nation can decide arbitrarily that 
an issue is political and therefore non-legal and non-tri- 
able. It can decide for itself that it involves national honor 
or a vital interest, and hence is subject to no other adju- 
dication than that of resort to arms. A prime condition of 
a permanent court of international peace and justice is, 
then, that law and the courts, not the arbitrary will of a 
party, shall decide what kind of cases under what circum- 
stances are triable by the court. Now undoubtedly one of 
the chief and one of the difficult functiems of those who 
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draw up the new body of international law will be to at- 
tempt to draw the line in precisely such cases. This is a 
matter for experts and not for a layman like myself. But 
I venture the statement that if there is any real will to 
peace in the world, it is just those cases which are now al- 
leged to be non-legal in nature which will be declared to 
be the very ones that most demand and exact the attention 
of the law and the court. 

The third point to which I would call your attention is 
the question of the penalties for non-compliance with the 
decisions of the court, the so-called sanctions. Here again 
I quote the words of the resolution introduced shortly be- 
fore the termination of the last session of the senate, by 
Senator Borah. The court is to have for the enforcement 
of its decrees ^‘the same power as our federal supreme 
court; namely, the respect of all enlightened nations for 
judgments resting upon open, fair investigations, impar- 
tial decisions and the compelling force of an enlightened 
public opinion.” The essence of that statement is that 
there is no effort to use armed force to enforce the deci- 
sions of the court against the recalcitrant party. In other 
words, the measure is logical — not merely formally logical 
but substantially logical in its adherence to the idea that 
war is a crime. It does not provide an exceptional case in 
which war shall be resorted to. It should not be forgotten 
that the use of police power against an individual who is 
recalcitrant is radically different from the use of power 
against a nation which is recalcitrant. The latter is war, 
no matter what name you give it. It involves the use of 
army and navy, of artilleries and high explosives, block- 
ades, starvation, poison gas, submarines and aeroplane 
bombs. You do not make that thing the less war by giving 
it the polite name of police force. You cannot coerce an 
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entire nation save by war. To outlaw war and in the same 
measure to provide for war is to guarantee the perpetua- 
tion of the war system. 

But I do not need to dwell upon this, for the situation 
is the same with respect to this proposition that it is with 
any other proposition before the American public. I quot^ 
with much pleasure from the recent address of Secretary 
Hughes concerning the proposed entrance of the United 
States into the league court: ‘‘The truth is that the deci- 
sions of the court will have the most solemn sanction that 
it is practicable to obtain. When nations agree to submit a 
dispute to a tribunal and to abide by the decision, its ob- 
servance is a point of international honor of the highest 
sort. You can really have no higher sanction than this, 
and it is one which will be all the more keenly felt when 
the decision is not merely one of a temporary tribunal 
but of a permanent court supported by practically all the 
nations of the world.” 

The case does not stand very different in the minds of 
its supporters from the proposition of the league of na- 
tions, as stated by Lord Robert Cecil. I shall not try to 
enter into all the minutiae of the exegesis of the cove- 
nant of the league. President Wilson and Justice Clark 
insist that it does mean the use of force on the one hand; 
Lord Robert Cecil and his friends that it does not. To 
make one exception to the outlawry of war is to open the 
door to any and all war; that is JLord Robert's statement. 

This proposition to outlaw war as it has been outlined is 
positive and constructive. It is not negative. It is not hos- 
tile to any other measure having a tendency to secure the 
freeing of the world from the menace of the war system. 
I hesitate, therefore, to contrast it even by implication 
with any other measure. For the forces of peace we need 
union, not division. Existing divisions among them are 
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among the greatest assets of those people, powerful out of 
all proportion to their number, who believe in war. 

But, after all, a practical responsibility lies on each one 
of us. Each one has to ask himself whether he is expend- 
ing his activities in behalf of some plan which is positive 
and constructive in effort, or which is divisive and so, rel- 
atively to what might be accomplished, is negative. There 
is no inherent rivalry between the plan proposed and the 
Hague court or the league court. In the passage I quoted 
the resolution provides that a judicial substitute for war 
shall be created, or, if existing in part, be adapted and 
adjusted. This provision opens the way to a consideration 
of the claims of the Hague tribunal or the league court, 
either or both. 

Secretary Hoover recently endorsed the idea of Senator 
Borah, but he added in his Des Moines speech that it was 
a counsel of perfection beyond any present practicability. 
While I disavow any desire or intention to speak for the 
influence of anybody but myself, for which I am bound, 
whether I want to or not to assume a personal responsi- 
bility, I do question the right of Secretary Hoover or any- 
body else to speak for the people of the United States ot 
the world in stating that ‘‘While I am in favor of it, the 
world is not ready for it yet.” I do not feel so sure that I 
am so much better or wiser than the rest of the world to 
justify me in making any such statement as that. 

The question is one for us to decide. Are we really 
against the war system, or arc we against it in feeling? 
do we desire to make some friendly gesture, to hold out a 
little finger a little way across the oceans of discord, but 
not ready to do something positive and soon? Are we 
ready to salve our conscience with a pious aspiration, 
some so<aUed “step,” or do we wish to ^ect a significant 
and gentiinc change in international relations? Until this 
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question has been put up to the American people and 
other peoples, I will not admit the insincerity of the will 
of the world — do not speak of the will of the rulers and 
politicians of the world, but of the people of the world-—" 
the insincerity of its will against war. 

The proposal before us accomplishes one good-size^ 
step. It puts up to the people of the world — ^puts up for 
the first time in human history — a proposition which is 
simple, which is understandable, which is fundamental, 
on the basis of which the peoples of the world can record 
whether their will is for peace or for the continuance of 
the war system. And as I would again remind you, the 
question for our immediate and practical decision is not 
whether this proposition will put an end to wars, but 
whether we believe that it is worth while for us to make 
an effort, and to give the peoples of the world an oppor- 
tunity to force upon the political leaders of the world the 
necessity of going upon record on this point. One thing is 
perfectly certain: If the peoples do not want war they 
will respond to this proposition. If, on the other hand, it 
should turn out they do want war, then war will continue 
with increasing horror. I for one do not wish to waste any 
further time or energy with any of these prepositions 
which are perfectly futile if war is bound to go on. 

Having heard a number of discussions and objections 
upon this point, I would like to ask each one of you be- 
fore he commits himself to objection to the outlawry of 
war whether logically the objection does not imply that 
the war system is bound to go on? Now maybe it is, I 
cannot prove that it is not; but I only say that such an 
objection proves altogether too much, because it makes 
every effort, it makes every meeting and every discussion 
and every proposition such as we have here now or at any 
other time perfectly meaningless and footless, significant 
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at most simply as a temporary, relief of our own personal 
emotion. And meantime this proposition to outlaw war 
does put it up to the peoples of the world to find out 
whether they want the war system to continue or do not 
want it to continue. 

I want to say one word in conclusion about a matter 
that I should prefer to have said nothing about, this mat- 
ter of steps, steps, steps. How long have we been taking 
steps to do away with war, and why have they accom- 
plished nothing? Because the steps have all been taken 
under the war system. It is not a step that we need, it is 
a right-about-face; a facing in another direction. And 
when we have committed ourselves to facing in another di- 
rection we have all future time to take steps in. No ad- 
vance in human history that was of any great importance 
was ever made by taking steps along old lines. Think of 
that proposition. Taking steps along old lines aids in per- 
jetting principles and methods that are already estab- 
lished, but they never initiate the great steps in human 
progress. These always come by finding a new method of 
attack upon the problem. I believe the fallacy which most 
paralyzes human effort today is the idea that progress can 
tal;e place by more steps in the old wrong direction. We 
can, if we please, take steps to perfect the international 
law and international courts under the old system, but let 
us not delude ourselves into thinking that in improving de- 
tails of this system we are taking a single step toward the 
elimination of the war system of the world. 

If there be somewhere some grinning devil that watches 
the blundering activities of man, I can imagine nothing 
that gives him more malicious satisfaction than to see 
earnest and devoted men and women taking steps, by im- 
proving a legal and political system that is committed to 
^ar, to do away with war. The proposition to outlaw war 
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is a step from the standpoint of law, because it means that 
the development of law which has been going on for count- 
less ages is now to be extended to the only realm of hu- 
man relationship where violence still controls. If we loojk 
back to savage times we find a time when every humap 
relationship that gave rise to dispute was settled by prfv 
vate combat. We have now substituted law and the court 
for every direction but one. From the standpoint of law, 
then, I say that the proposal to outlaw war is a real and 
a logical and a culminating step in the evolution of law. 
But from the standpoint of war it is no step to improve 
the rules and laws of war. It is a right-about-face to 
change the whole method. 

I have referred several times to the fact that this out- 
lawry of war is a new mode of approach, an attack from a 
different angle. And in conclusion I wish to refer to it 
again. We are asked not merely, what is the ultimate 
method of procedure, but how are we to proceed? Well, 
this new method of approach applies here, too. Other 
schemes for peace, excepting the purely educational and 
moral ones, have relied upon the initiative of rulers, poli- 
ticians or statesmen, as has been the case, for example, in 
the constitution of the League of Nations. Here at last is a 
movement for peace which starts from the peoples them- 
selves, which expresses their will, and demands that the 
legislators and politicians and the diplomats give effect to 
the popular will for peace. It has the advantages of the 
popular educational movement, but unlike the other edu- 
cational movements for peace it has a definite, simple, 
practical legislative goal. When we consider the extent to 
which politicians, left to themselves-— I am especially re- 
ferring to those diplomats who have to deal witli foreign 
offices^ — ^the extent to which they are tied up to the polit- 
ical tradition and institution of war, until they think and 
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act almost entirely in its terms, excepting when the dislike 
of the common people restrains them, it is not necessary 
to p>oint out the importance of this difference. Just think 
what a difference it makes whether you begin with the 
people and end with the politicians, or begin with the pol- 
iticians and end by putting something over on the people. 

V • Editor’s Note* 

A reader unfamiliar with the detailed program of the 
Plan to Outlaw War might (and quite understandably) 
think that the last sentence in the text above is rhetorical. 
Such is far from being the ciise. It epitomizes the method 
or means whereby the Outlawrists — from 1921 to 1927 — 
proposed to reach their objective or end. S.OXevinson, 
as Chairman of the American Committee for the Outlawry 
of War in 1923 formulated their policy in the following 
eight points: 

1. Declaration of our international policy by the 
passage by the United States Senate of the pending 
resolutionf to outlaw war; to be followed by similar 
parliamentary declarations in other countries. 

2. When a substantial number of parliaments have 
so responded, conference of all civilized nations to be 
called to execute a general treaty for the abolition and 
outlawing of war. 

3 This Conference to call a Convention for the crea- 
tion and codification of the international laws of peace 

’*|Thi!v editorial note is included as part of the text with Mr. 
Dewey’s consent (but the editor is alone responsible for it). The 
function of this note is twofold: a) to supply the background of 
information necessary to fill the gap between the preceding and 
following secliom of Mr. Dewey's text ; b) to relieve the Introduc- 
tion of the need for dealing with practical aspects of Mr. Dewey'f 
socio-political philosophy. Such practical and specific discussiaa* 
are best done ‘‘in context.”— Ed. 
t Introduced by Senator W. E. Borah, Dec. 20, 1922.— Ed. 



536 XHE SECURITY OF NATIONS 

at which all civilized nations shall have adequate repre- 
sentations. 

4. After the code has been created, it shall be sub- 
mitted to a plebiscite or referendum in each civilized 
nation, so that the faith of the peoples of all countries 
shall be pledged behind the code. 

5. The court shall have jurisdiction over all parties 
to a dispute upon the petition of any party to the dis- 
pute or of any signatory nation. 

6. All petitions, answers, and other pleadings, shall 
be in writing and accessible to the public, and all hear- 
ings by the court shall be open. 

7. The court should sit yi the hemisphere of the con- 
tending nations; and if the disputants live in opposite 
hemispheres, then in the hemisphere of the defendant 
nation. 

8. All nations shall agree to abide and be bound by 
and in good faith to carry out the orders, judgments, 
decrees, and decisions of such court.* 

It can be seen from the above eight points, that 
the means proposed for securing the adoption of the Out- 
lawry plan, were also to function as the means for making 
the Treaty when signed and the Code of Law and Su- 
preme Court when created, effective and enduring instru- 
ments of international peace. The Outlawrists, from 1921, 
consistently opposed all “peace^^ plans that were predi- 
cated on the use of ‘‘sanctions.” Dewey has summarized 
the history of this issue in the movement thus: 

“In his first article, written while the war was still be- 
ing waged (March 9, 1918) Levinson advocated that the 
organized force of the world be used against a nation 
which violated the new provision of international law. 

* Quoted from Kellor, Security Against War (Macmillan, 1924), 
vol. 2 pp. 787-788. 
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But from 1921 he and the Committee for Outlawry took 
the positicm that the sole reliance was the organized moral 
sentiment of the world and that even if nations should 
agree to use force against a recalcitrant nation, there 
would be no assurance save good faith that that compact 
in turn would be kept.” {Encyclopedia of the Sociat Scien' 
CCS, article Outlawry of War [by John Dewey], voL xi, 
p.509; published in 1933 but written not later than the 
first half of 1931.) 

The Outlavvrists at no time contemplated the silly and 
indeed chimerical possibility of successfully outlawing war 
by “fiat” by mere juristic declaration, by, so to say, legal 
excommunication. Wrote Mr. Levinson: 

The principle underlying the outlawry of war is this: 
The law should always be on the moral side of every 
question. But the law of nations has always been on the 
wrong side of the war question. International law has 
continued to recognize, shelter, protect and reenforce 
the legal status of war until war has become the most 
lawful thing in civilization. For what with laws of con- 
scription, martial laws and espionage acts, everyone 
who impedes in the slightest degree the operations of 
war is a criminal.* . , . The law which should con- 
demn and stigmatize evil, actually embraces and nur- 
tures it, and thereby thwarts the moral will of civiliza- 
tion. . , . Not until the will of mankind throws the 
irresistible weight of the majesty of the law on the 
moral side, by destroying war^s institutional status, by 
condemning and outlawing it, will this plague of plagues 

Mt is eminently worth noting that the Borah Resolution con- 
tained this provision: . that every nation should be encour- 

... to bind itself to indict and punish its own international 
war br^ders or instigators ant waf profiteers * . This is not of 
course invoking ** 6 ancUons’' since the punishment is to be meted 
out in each country to the individuals guilty of instigating war 
The militarists and not Uie pacifists would be sent (in the U S.) 
to Leavenworth, etc. 
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. . . ever be exterminated.” (Quoted in The Outlawry 

oj War, pp. 93-94, by C. C. Morrison [Willett, Clark & 

Colby, 1927] ; italics mine.) 

For the Outlawrists, the juristic procedure, far from h|ei 
ing self-sufficient, and effective for the end, was the very 
last step in the process; a necessary step, but a culmi- 
nating step of setting up the formal machinery — ^like the 
Constitution of the United States and our Code of Laws. 
It is unwarrantably charitable to say that those who ac- 
cused the Outlawrists with believing war could be abol- 
ished and outlawed by “legal fiat” were simply silly. It 
was even too charitable to say of them what Dewey 
said of the same class of critics in a slightly different con- 
nection, namely, that they exhibited “the stupidity of 
habit-bound minds.” (Characters and Events, vol. 2, 
p. 704.) 

For the Outlawrists (up to 1927 at any rate), to sign a 
treaty, to create a code of international peace laws, to set 
up a Supreme Court of the World (modeled after the 
United States Supreme Court) were, taken by themselves^ 
all verbal and ceremonial gestures, idle expenditures of ef- 
fort — nay, worse, misleading and world-deceiving efforts; 
for these acts to be significant and not idle acts, they had 
to follow upon the organization of the moral sentiment of 
the world ; that is, adequate provision had first to be made 
for the enactment of the legal instrumentalities, for mak- 
ing them effective and functioning instruments competent 
to regulate the conduct of nations with respect to each 
other. 

For the reader and student of Dewey^s philosophy, the 
Plan to Outlaw War has especial significance, because not 
just Dewey the man but Dewey’s philosophy worked for 
Outlawry and had an influential hand in taping its basic 
formulation. 
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As can be seen from the foregoing, in the basic 
and genuine Outlawry Plan, means and ends arc conceived 
together as integral parts of one whole and progressive 
historical process. Means and ends are qualitatively con- 
tinuous with one another and functionally interactive with 
one another. They are mutually supporting, mutually ful- 
filling, mutually realizing. The mcam necessary for secur- 
ing the worldwide adoption of the Plan and the creation 
of its legal instrumentalities are also the nwavs suffircient 
for enacting or making effective those instrumentalities. 
The means to be used to create the Court (in which the 
Plan heads up) are to be the only support of its decisions 
— the ends; and the ends (the decisions) in turn would 
(because supported) further strengthen, deepen and 
further organize the already (partially) organized moral 
sentiment of the world — the means. To formulate the rela- 
tion of means-ends in its most comprehensive form: the 
underlying principle of Outlawry, defining the end is that 
international law should be on the moral side of the war 
question ; and the means to be employed in realizing that 
end — from start to never-ending finish — is to be and only 
to be the moral will or moral sentiment of civilized peo- 
ples as that will or sentiment is progressively enlightened 
and organized by understanding 0] that end it self; and by 
the continuous and progressive interactive functioning of 
means-in-ends in the decisions of the Court. 

The Outlawry Plan fulfills the basic requirements of 
Deweys philosophy of instrumentalism; it admirably 
and completely exemplifies his conception of the method of 
intelligence in social affairs. Now the Kellogg-Briand Pact 
if not the greatest of all failures in the modem world, is, 
at any rate, high on the list. The question relevant here 
then is this: To what extent — ^if at all — may the Kellogg- 
Briand Pact be properly and justly considered as a case 
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teHing the validity and practicality of Dewey’s philosophy 
of means-ends in the socio-political sphere, or if you like, 
of his political liberalism in social action? To put the 
question in another way: If it were the case that the K^l- 
logg-Briand Pact was the first end-result of the methH 
of intelligence as laid down in the Outlawry Plan then it 
would be justifiable to consider the Pact as being, in so 
far forth and within the sphere of its operation, of the 
nature of an historical case experimentally testing the 
practicability of Dewey’s socio-political philosophy; and 
if it were justifiable so to consider the Pact, then would 
it also be legitimate to conclude that the failure of the 
Pact is (in part if not in whole) a failure of intelligence 
in the modem world. 

It comes down then to a matter of historical fact: How 
was the Kellogg-Briand Pact arrived at? Of what method 
of procedure was it in fact the conclusion? 

Although it would be eminently instructive and valu- 
able — especially for the current day — to go into all the 
details of the history, space limitations make such impos- 
sible. Besides, for the crucial testing of the issue, a con- 
sideration of the main historical events will be sufficient. 

From 1918 to the spring of 1927 the Outlawrists fol- 
lowed their method as laid down. From 1923 to 1927 they 
concentrated their efforts — ^writing, lecturing, debating, 
circulating literature — on the Borah Resolution. The pas- 
sage of that resolution was the first programmatic legal 
step, and for close to five years it was their rallying point. 

And then, on April 6, 1927, something happened. On 
the tenth anniversary of America’s entry into the World 
War, the late M. Briand as Foreign Minister, gave a state- 
ment to the press. After saying things everyone would ex- 
pect him to say on such an occasion, he went on to say 
what no one e3q)ected him to say: 
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For those whose lives are devoted to securing this liv* 
ing reality of a policy of peace the United States and 
France already appear to the world as morally in full 
agreement. If there were need for those two great de- 
mocracies to give high testimony to their desire for 
peace and to furnish to other peoples an example more 
solemn still, France would be willing to subscribe pub- 
licly with the United States to any mutual engagement 
tending to “outlaw war,” to use an American expression, 
as between these two countries.* 

So unexpected was this statement of Briand’s that no 
one paid any attention to it until April 2 5 when, to quote 
the great diplomatic historian of the Kellogg Pact, 

“the New York. Times published a letter from Dr. 
Nicholas Murray Butler which was the real starting 
point, in the United States at least, of what was ultim- 
ately to become a proposal for a world-wide treaty. 

. . . The closing paragraphs of Dr. Butler’s letter . . . 
[were] ... the ringing challenge which brought the 
offer of France to the mind and conscience of the Amer- 
ican people.” ( J. T, Shotwell, War as an Instrument of 
National Policy [Harcourt, Brace, 1929] pp. 42-43.) 

Although Prof. Shotwell, in his pamphlet, referred to 
the Briand proposal as “the extraordinary offer of the Gov- 
ernment of France” and in his later book persistently used 
similar language, the proposal was “extraordinary,” “im- 
portant,” etc., etc., only from point of view of those who 
up to that time (like Drs. Butler and Shotwell) had been 
opponents of Outlawry and advocates of America’s entry 
into the League of Nations. Not that Briand’s proposal 
made them any the more favorably inclined to the prin^ 
elides and method of Outlawry; but it did soon serve as a 
means fewr “uniting the peace movements” in America. 

All quotations from diplomatic documents are taken from J. T. 
onotwcll, The Pact of Paris, Text of Treaty and Related Documents* 
International CondUaUm, pamphlet no. 243, October 1928. 
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From point of view of Outlawry, Briand^s proposal was, 
to speak mildly and charitably of the dead, a piece of 
solemn humbug. To speak as the facts demand it was an 
astute piece of chicanery. And Prof. Shotwell’s book prot 
vides the evidence proving the truth of this statement. In 
The Pact of Paris, published October 1928, Prof. Shotwell 
wrote: 

“it would be misreading history and falsifying our 
conception of M. Briand’s part in it to attribute to him 
unworthy motives of clever diplomacy in his first offer 
of a bilateral agreement, as though it were involving 
the United States in a disguised alliance.” (p. 450) 

And in his book (Preface dated October 14, 1928, though 
published in 1929) he writes of “the imaginative foresight 
and courage and idealism of M. Briand” (p.83) and so on 
whenever occasion permits. But the truly informative pas- 
sages in Prof. ShotwelPs book concerning the real nature 
of M, Briand^s offer are such as these: 

“It is difficult now to recall the basis of this mixed 
and somewhat contradictory appreciation of the French 
proposal. Almost without our noticing it, the attitude 
towards France in the United States, and elsewhere in 
the world as well, has changed chiefly as a result of this 
very offer, for it has come with the emphasis of a climax 
to the long series of acts of pacification which are the 
outstanding achievements of the foreign policy of M. 
Briand. Now, at last, the charge could no longer stand 
that the France of the Third Republic was a militaristic 
nation. But this had been the general impression in the 
United States from the days of the discussion over the 
Treaty of Versailles, an impression strengthened if not 
justified by the policy of M. Poincar^ in the invasion of 
the Ruhr. Those who knew France well enough knew 
that the charge of militarism was not justified, but they 
were relatively few; and $0 firmly had the other impres- 
sion become fixed in the popular mind that any state* 
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ment to the contrary was likely to be treated as if it 
were merely French propaganda. . . . The proposal of 
April 6 was the first definite step towards the complete 
revision of the attitude towards France, {War, etc., p. 
45 & p. 46; italics mine.) 

There is no reason to doubt the veracity of Prof. Shot- 
well’s report (l.c.p.46) that M. Briand “in conversation, 
frankly stated that he did not know how to take American 
public opinion nor what to make of it.” But there is every 
reason to doubt the reliability of M. Briand’s modesty, 
for it was undoubtedly of the “false” variety. The whole 
history of the diplomatic negotiations from April 1927 to 
August 1928 conclusively proves that M. Briand knew how 
to take American public opinion plenty!* But of course 
he did not know how to take it as well as did the late Sir 
Austen Chamberlain (then Foreign Minister). After all, 
an English speaking cousin is a “cousin” and the most 
astute of Frenchmen still remains only a “friend.” But, 
to give credit where credit is due, it must be said of M. 
Briand that he was the first European Statesman to see 
the possibility of exploiting “an American expression” for 
the purposes of perpetuating European political methods 
and furthering European political objectives. (European 
for Briand meaning French of course; and European for 
Sir Austen meaning British of course.) And on the evi- 
dence of Prof. Shotwell just quoted (and there is much 
more) M. Briand reaped a not inconsiderable reward for 
having had the “foresight and courage and idealism” to 
step out of the traditional European lineup and extend a 
momentarily cordial hand to “an American expression” — 
to a neologism, so to speak, of the American language. 

* Fortunately for Americans, it is a characteristic requirement of 
all German statesmen (except under the Republic) that they be too 
take the public opinion of any people (excepting of course, 
and with qualiheations, their own), ' 
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But the late Mr. Kellogg, even after Dr. Butler^s ring- 
ing challenge, was not impressed either by Briand’s April 
statement nor by his draft treaty of June 20, 1927. When 
Kellogg finally got round to answering Briand on Decem- 
ber 28, 1927 he wrote: 

“In view of the traditional friendship between France 
and the United States — a friendship which happily is 
not dependent upon the existence of any formal engage- 
ment — . . . it has occurred to me that the two Govern- 
ments, instead of contenting themselves with a bilateral 
declaration of the nature suggested by M. Briand, 
might make a more signal contribution to world peace 
by joining in an effort to obtain the adherence of the 
principal powers of the world to a declaration renounc- 
ing war as an instrument of national policy. Such a dec- 
laration . . . could not but be an impressive example 
to all the other nations of the world.^^ 

Briand’s draft treaty of June 20, 1927 was appropri- 
ately entitled: “Draft of Pact of Perpetual Friendship be- 
tween France and the United States.*’ For 150 years— 
during the entire existence of the United States — the two 
countries had lived together in common law peace. Was 
M. Briand assailed by an inexplicable wave of Puritanism 
which made him feel it was time the two countries should 
have, as Mr. Kellogg put it, a “formal engagement*’, that 
their relation should be “legitimized”? If M. Briand was 
deeply concerned to set “an example for other nations” 
by a bUaterdL treaty, why pick on the United States, with 
whom such a treaty could not possibly change a thing in 
fact? Why not pick on some other country, say, Ger- 
many? A bilateral Pact of Perpetual Friendship signed in 
1927 with Germany, containing M. Briand’s two Articles 
(which are substantially identical with the two Articles of 
the Pact of Paris) would perhaps have meant something, 
^as an example or otherwise. 
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On January 5, 1928, Briand responded to Kellogg. Cer- 
tainly France would join in on a midiilateral pact, but in- 
stead of declaring to renounce all war the parties to the 
pact “shall renounce all war of aggression.” And when on 
January ii, Kellogg replied saying “I am not informed of 
the reasons” for the change from renouncing “all war” to 
renouncing “all war of aggression,” M. Briand gave hinji 
the answer on January 21. The essence of this answer is 
incorporated in the new draft treaty Briand sent to the 
Governments of Great Britain, Germany, Italy, Japan, 
and the United States on April 20, 1928. 

Article i. . . . without any intention to infringe 
upon the exercise of their rights of legitimate self-de- 
fense, within the framework of existing treaties ^ partic- 
ularly when the violation of certain provisions* of such 
treaties constitutes a hostile act, solemnly declare that 
they condemn recourse to war and renounce it as an in- 
strument of national policy; that is to say, as an instru- 
ment of individual, spontaneous and independent po- 
litical action taken on their own initiative and not 
action in respect of which they might become involved 
through the obligation of a treaty such as the Covenant 
of the League of Nations or any other treaty registered 
with the League of Nations. They undertake on these 
conditions not to attack or invade one another. 

Article 2, The settlement or solution of all disputes 
or conflicts, of whatever nature or origin, which might 
arise among the high contracting parties or between any 
two of them, shall never be sought on either side except 
by pacific means. 

* The “certain provisions** were never specified. In his final Note 
a month before the Kellogg-Biiand Pact was signed (Note of June 
23, 1928) Kellogg wrote: “The United States is not informed as to 
the precise treaties which France has in mind and cannot therefore 
ciiscuss their provisions.” And so on August 27, 1928, the United 
States again entered into multilateral European relations mUheut 
knowing what treaties and what provisions France and also Eng- 
land (as we shall see) continued to hold as binding on the lugna- 
toncs of the Pact, 
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Article 3. In case one of the high contracting parties 
should contravene this treaty, the other contracting 
powers would ipso facto be released with respect to that 
party from their obligations under this treaty. 

Article 4. The provisions of this treaty in no wise af* 
feet the rights and obligations of the contracting parties. 
resulting from prior international agreements to which 
^ they arc parties (italics mine throughout). 

This French Draft of April 20, 1928 was of course not 
the treaty signed cn August 27. It was Mr. Kellogg’s 
treaty which was signed, Mr. Kellogg’s Suggested Draft 
Treaty of April 13, 1928 which he sent to the principal 
powers, contained a finely sounding preamble and just 
two articles: Article i making the general renunciation of 
war; and Article 2 identical in phraseology with Article 
2 of the French Draft (above). 

Now Sir Austen Chamberlain, on behalf of His Majes- 
ty’s Government, replied to Mr. Kellogg on May 19, 1928. 
After the usual flourishes, he got down to business. *‘After 
making a careful study” of Kellogg’s draft treaty and 
Briand’s draft treaty (which was sent out a week after 
Kellogg’s and so was really France's diplomatic reply, or 
alternative) Sir Austen writes that 

“His Majesty’s Government feel convinced that there 
is no serious divergence between the effect of these two 
drafts” (!),,. “The French proposals, . . . have 
merely added an indication of certain exceptional cir- 
cumstances-in which the violation of that principle [re- 
nunciation of war] by one party may oblige the others 
to take action seeming at first sight to be inconsistent 
with the terms of the proposed pact. His Majesty’s 
Government appreciate the scruples which have 
prompted these suggestions by the French Government. 
The exact fulfillment of treaty engagements is a matter 
which affects the national honor; precision as to the 
scope of such engagements is, therefore, of importance. 
Each of the suggestions made by the French Govern- 
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ment [not, please note, the United States Govern- 
ment! ] has been carefully considered from this point of 
view.” 

. . The preservation of peace has been the chief 
concern of His Majesty’s Government and the prime 
object of all their endeavors. It is the reason why they 
have given ungrudging support to the League of Na- 
tions and why they have undertaken the burden of the 
guarantee embodied in the Locarno treaty. . . . For 
the Government of this country respect for the obliga- 
tions arising out of the Covenant cf the League of Na- 
tions and out of the Locarno treaties is fundamental. 

. . . His Majesty’s Government could not agree to any 
new treaty which would weaken or undermine these en- 
gagements on which the peace of Europe rests. Indeed, 
public interest in this country in the scrupulous fulfil- 
ment of these engagements is so great” that — 

To cut the diplomacy short — His Majesty’s Government 
would prefer the French treaty, but are ready to sign the 
Kellogg treaty if is clearly understood that, as Chamber- 
lain started out by saying, ‘^there is no serious divergence 
between the effect of these two drafts” (italics mine 
throughout). 

And just to prove that His Majesty’s Government were 
more astute than the French Government in exploiting all 
possibilities of the proposed treaty for their own ends, Sir 
Austen added the famous paragraph lo: 

‘1 should remind your excellency that there are cer- 
tain legions of the world the welfare and integrity of 
which constitute a special and vital interest of our peace 
and safety. His Majesty’s Government have been at 
pains to make it clear in the past that interference with 
these regions cannot be suffered. Their protection 
against attack is to the British Empire a measure of 
self-defence. It must be clearly understood that His 
Majesty’s Government in Great Britain accept the new 
treaty upon the distinct understanding that it does not 
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prejudice their freedom of action in this respect’’ (itaU 

ics mine throughout) * 

Precision, as Sir Austen said, is of importance, because 
the exact fulfilment of treaty obligations is a matter 
which affects the national honor. Paragraph lo which 
on the occasion of accepting a treaty that was to make a 
new future and not repeat an old past promulgates for the 
first time what became known as “the British Monroe 
Doctrine.” This paragraph must therefore be taken as con- 
stituting a precise statement of what His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment meant despite the apparent fact that (a) they 
left unspecified which regions of the world are “the cer- 
tain regions” of specially vital interest for their peace and 
safety; (b) they left unexplained what they meant by 
“welfare” and “integrity”; (c) they left likewise in the 
misty realm of the unspecified and unexplained what they 
meant by “interference.” The only definite clew to their 
meaning, and hence what must be taken as controlling 
and defining their intention, is the innocent looking phrase 
“in the past,” His Majesty’s Government eagerly em- 
braced the new opportunity to show their prime concern 
to preserve peace (by signing Mr. Kellogg’s treaty) pro- 
viding it be clearly understood that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment would not be constrained by the treaty to act differ- 
ently from what they have been “at pains” to show is their 
method of action in the past. His Majesty’s Government’s 
sensitive sense of “national honor” and the pressure of His 
Majesty’s people demanding the “scrupulous fulfilment” 
of their engagements, would naturally not permit them 
even to think of doing in the future otherwise than they 
have done in the past. 

One sentence from the Belgian Note of acceptance of 
the Kellogg draft treaty deserves quotation: “It is pleased 
to note that the proposed pact will maintain unimpaired 
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the right^s and obligations arising from the Covenant of the 
League of Nations and from the Locarno agreements 
which constitute for Belgium fundamental guarantees of 
security.^^ In sum, for the principal signatories, the new 
treaty was understood to guarantee nothing! The outlaw- 
ing and abolition of war — that would not guarantee Bel- 
gian security! but the prior engagements of course would! 

But you will say, Mr. Kellogg after all did not allow 
himself to be “played for a sucker” and it was his treaty 
that was signed by France and England and the rest on 
the dotted line. Furthermore, he did not change a word or 
punctuation mark of his two Articles of April 13, 1928. 
Despite the French and British Notes there those two Ar- 
ticles stood in his final Text of Draft Treaty of June 23. 
Had then Mr. Kellogg really succeeded in bringing Eng- 
land and France over to his point of view? Or was it actu- 
ally the other way round? Well, apart from the fact that 
Notes preliminary to signing a treaty and made conditions 
for signing, are actually integral parts of the treaty in 
practical effect — apart from this fact, there is one tell-tale 
change that Mr. Kellogg did introduce — ^but in the Pre- 
amble of the June 23 Text: 

“any signatory power which shall hereafter seek to 
promote its national interests by resort to war should be 
denied the benefits furnished by this treaty.” 

Now of course if the Kellogg-Briand Pact were really a 
treaty outlawing war, and were ever intended as such, 
this addition to the Preamble is the sheerest sort of non- 
sense. The only benefit an Outlawry treaty can confer on 
Its signatories is the help it gives in maintaining peace. If 
that benefit is gone, there are no others it can conte. 
What happens when an Outlawry treaty is broken is very 
simple; those who break the treaty return to the state of 
— and for sudi return, no provision need be made. 
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Indeed, the whole principle of Outlawry is predicated on 
the fact that when war begins (or peace is broken) nations 
do inevitably return to the state of nature (or barbarism) 
and all the glossing over by protocols, conventions, rules 
regulating warfare cannot hide that hideous fact, Mr. Kel- 
logg’s addition to the Preamble is of course nothing quite 
as nonsensical as it would be if the Pact were conceived 
and intended as a genuine Outlawry Pact. It is a rephras- 
ing of Article 3 of the French draft of April 20, 1927; 
and that article has a very clear meaning: it means that 
whenever any one of the signatories to the Kellogg Pact 
breaks that pact, then, ipso facto, or automatically, all 
the other treaties (of which Mr. Kellogg said he knew pre- 
cisely nothing) come into force 1 Not for nothing, has the 
Pact of Paris become more familiarly known as the Kel- 
logg-Bmnrf Pact. 

The general validity of the above interpretation of the 
meaning of European negotiations relative to the Pact is 
confirmed by no less distinguished and authoritative an 
official of the League (and one highly regarded in certain 
American circles as a seer of events) than Sir Arthur 
Salter. On the occasion of Kellogg’s Note of February 27, 
1928, Sir Arthur wrote in his notebook, on March i, 
192S: 

“The American Note published today seems to me, 
on any broad and long view, incomparably the most 
important fact in the present international position. 

“That a country with the actual and potential 
strength of the United States of America, at the mo- 
ment when she has the power to embark upon the kind 
of imperialistic policy with which corresponding power 
by a single country has always hitherto been accom- 
panied in the past [for example, Great Britain], should 
take the lead in proposing a general treaty proscribing 
war as an instrument of naUonal policy, may well mark 
a real epoch in history.” 
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‘‘There is obviously, however, a real danger of the 
broader aspects and wider implications of-the proposal 
being lost sight of, or inadequately assessed, because 
of minor and more technical preoccupations and short- 
range views. 

“A technical point may be quite sound, and may be 
made quite intelligible to those familiar with Euro- 
pean considerations. But there is the greatest danger 
that it may be so presented as to give the impression 
in America that it is a pretext for general opposition. 

“Nor do I see that the technical difficulties in re- 
lation to the League are insuperable. The main ques- 
tion or adjustment is really met — or may be met — 
under the phrase ‘as an instrument of national policy’; 
and I cannot see why we on our side should create dif- 
ficulties by asking whether this is meant to safeguard 
our Covenant obligations. Its natural meaning is that it 
does ; and surely we should presume that it docs — leav- 
ing to America the onus of insisting on a narrow [sic] 
meaning if she wants to, which I see no reason to be- 
lieve.” 

“If the opportunity is not to be wasted — ^and per- 
haps worse than wasted — a collective reply or replies 
in identical terms from the Great Powers addressed by 
the United States of America is essential. And particu- 
larly as League interests are at the centre of the prob- 
lem, it is natural that agreement should be attempted 
when the representatives meet at Geneva.” 

“From a League point of view, if we once have as 
a basis such a treaty as America proposes, we can rdy 
on the logic of events to bring her nearer to the general 
League position, 

“Surely it is foolish to say ‘What is the use of sign- 
ing a Treaty not to go to war? You can’t go to war 
without arranging a method of settling disputes; there- 
fore let us not sign.’ 

“The right pdicy is surely: ‘Let us sign the Treaty 
binding ourselves to achieve the end; having done that, 
the obligation will help — and impel — all of us to pro- 
ceed to take all the further measures necessary for the 
purpose; that is, America will be brought step by step, 
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by the same process as that which has moved countries 
which are nearer to the scene of immediate political 
troubles, to something like the League system*^ (First 
published in The United States of Europe, Rejmal and 
Hitchcock, Inc., New York, 1933. All quotations takeu 
in consecutive order as they appear, from pp. 230-234. 
Many passages have been omitted, but none rearranged 
or changed internally in any way. Italics mine through- 
out.) 

The above citations would be eminently significant (be- 
cause of the eminence of their author) even if they were 
intended originally only as private memorials of private 
thought. But the object of Sir Arthur^s note-making was, 
as he tells us in his Preface, “a double one: first, to clear 
my own mind and make it easier to decide upon such 
detailed steps as were within my own competence by 
some conception of wider policy; and secondly, when I 
had opinions on questions extending beyond my own activ- 
ities, to influence my colleagues, or others whose views 
were likely to determine policy.’’ Sir Arthur’s note from 
which the above citations are taken falls entirely in the 
second class. That it did not succeed in influencing Sir 
Austen, at any rate, the latter’s official Note of May 19 
proves. But the difference, in any case, between Sir 
Arthur and Sir Austen was a rather unimportant one of 
tactics. Sir Austen believed the British Government could 
safely rely only on the imprecision of “precise” state- 
ments; Sir Arthur believed one could more securely rely 
on “the logic of events” to bring America (through the 
operation of the proposed Pact) into the position of con- 
stant partner and supporter of Great Britain (and Eu- 
rope) in their efforts to carry on as “in the past,” For 
Europeans, be it carefully noted, the objective or purpose 
in accepting Kellogg’s multilateral proposal was never in 
question: the only question was haw to handle the pro- 
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posal so that the eventual issue would be what they de- 
sired. As Sir Arthur well ‘‘noted”: “if it is badly received 
or unskUfuUy knndled, it may have precisdy the opposite 
effect; and the United States of America may turn towards 
a policy which would ultimately prove the greatest of all 
disasters to the rest of the world.” (Lx., pp. 230-231; 
italics mine.) 

The “rest of the world” is of course Europe, and the 
greatest of all disasters would be for the “European sys- 
tem” to suffer disaster. In their dealings with America, 
the sole question for Europeans, then as now, was how to 
place the “onus,” not where. The form of Sir Arthur’s 
presumption — that it should as a matter of course be 
taken for granted that the “onus” would be left with 
America — is, from one point of view, more characteristi- 
cally and completely European (and British) than the 
form of Sir Austen’s presumption. In substance, however, 
they must be admitted as identical.^ 

* Because the difference is one of degree^ not kind. -That this is 
so, is fully established by the sentence with which Sir Austen closed 
his Paragraph 10 (enunciating the **British Monroe Doctrine*’) : 
‘The Government of the United States have comparable interests 
any disregard of which by a foreign Power they have declared that 
they would regard as an unfriendly act. His Majesty’s Government 
believe, therefore, that in defimng their position they are expressing 
the intention and meaning of the United States Government.” 
(Italics mine.) There are at least two spcdfic presumptions in Sir 
Austen’s one sentence: 1. That his assertion of His Majesty’s Gov* 
ernment’s undefined interest in unspecified regions of the world is 
“comparable” to (or even a “defining” of) President Monroe’s doc- 
trine which spedfiitd the regions, explained the “interest,” and defined 
the “interference” by a foreign Power that America would have to 
consider and take as an “unfriendly act”; 2. That the United States 
Government in 1928 could of course have “intended and meant” 
oy proposing a multilateral Pact for outlawing war nothing but 
the adoption and establishment on a worldwide scale of its con- 
bn^tal doctrine of 182S, Obviously, it never dawned on His 
Majesty’s Government that the Outlawry Pact and the Monroe 
Doctrine are mutually exclusive, that in so far as the Outlawry 
Pact operated at all, to the same extent would it make unnecemary 
^ other defensive pacts— Monroe Doctrines included; and th^ 
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What happened to the OuUawrists during this ‘^diplo- 
matic’^ period? Up to April 6, 1927 they had kept their 
Plan in the public realm where ideas are discussed, clari- 
fied and disseminated among the people. Did they then 
after April 6 allow their idea to be transferred into the 
official diplomatic realm where ideas are manipulated, dis*- 
torted and ‘'made real” in the particular and peculiar 
sense in which ^‘realistic politicians” always make ideas 
and things "real” — did they allow this to happen without 
putting up a fight? Did they not even denounce the black- 
guardly* exploitation of the "American expression”? Sad 
to say, The American Committee for Outlawry did not. 
Mr. Dewey strongly advised against the new and unex- 
pected alliance, but his counsel did not prevail. Senator 
Borah reintroduced his Resolution on Dec. 12, 1927 but it 
was not passed. Why? This is Prof. Shotwell's explana- 
tion: 


M. Briand quoted (“to outlaw war”) as an American 
expression and then went on to explain what it meant 
to him . . . when the phrase came home with this for- 
eign accent upon it, there was chance of misunderstand- 
ing on both sides. The consequences of this misunder- 
standing might have been to accentuate still more the 
differences in point of view across the Atlantic so that 

the full operation of the Outlawry Pact would completely nullify 
them, or render them all obsolete and void of both “intention 
meaning.” His Majesty’s Government could not possibly conceive 
themselves doing otherwise than “in the past” (how could they 
when throughout their “past” they have been perfect in virtue, ani- 
mated, guided, and controlled only by the ‘‘spirit of fair play”?); 
therefore Sir Austen presumed the same was true of the United 
States Government. But these are mere specifications of the great 
principle or presumption regulating His Majesty's Government’s 
relations with America; and, after all, it is the principle that 
counts: the principle, in Sir Arthur's lucid prose, of “leaving to 
America the onus.” 

* Blackguard, «. The scullions and lower menials of a great house- 
hold; also, the servants and hangers-on of an army. Blackguardly p 
adv, Webster’s New International Dictionary (i937), p< 230. 
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M, Briand’s effort to unite the peace forces of both 
countries (sic) might have resulted in weakening them 
instead. It would almost have certainly done so had the 
American leaders of the movement to outlaw war held 
rigidly to a doctrinaire point of view. Instead of that, 
they joined with the rest of the peace movement in 
America in interpreting the French use of their own 
phrase in liberal and practical terms, and thus made 
possible a joint movement of all the forces working for 
international peace in the United States; which was a 
new and unprecedented thing. {War, p. 103, italics 
mine.) 

The peace movement “had never adjusted itself to 
the practical politics of a developing world. . . . No- 
where else had this extremist tendency of idealism 
shown itself so unpractical as in the United States, 
where the peace movement spent most of its energy in 
mutual antagonisms, — like the theologians of old, — in- 
stead of concentrating upcm the common purpose of war 
elimination. Now at last the peace movement in Amer- 
ica was united. (L.c, pp. 114-115) 

It was the leadership of Senator Borah which made 
possible this double achievement. (L,.c. p. 116) 

“Senator Borah’s chief preoccupation was not the 
splitting of juristic arguments but the earnest further- 
ance of international peace itself; and from first to last 
he sought to find the way to harmonize his plans with 
those acceptable to other governments so long as the 
negotiations kept in mind the honest fulfillment of a 
single underlying purpose. His policy henceforth was as 
practical as it was sincere, and once the Administration 
showed its willingness to take up the Briand treaty of 
the previous June*** nothing further was heard during 

♦ Prof. Shotwell seems to have made an inadvertent slip here: 
Borah reintroduced his Resolution on Dec. 12, 1927; the Adminis- 
tration first “showed its willingness” on Dec. is — a fortnight later. 
Can it be that Prof. Shotwell intended to say that Borah used his 
Resolution as a threat or weapon to bestir the Administration, and 
that done, let it silently die? It is also necessary, in justice to C. C. 
Morrison, to note this: In bis Addendum to The Ott^wry of War 
he did write “The importance of . . . (Brland’s April offer) can 
hardly be exaggerated,” (p. 283). He also wrote *T see no reason 
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the course of the negotiations of the Senate Resolution 
to outlaw war. Those negotiations owe much to Senator 
Borah; just how much &e contemporary historian can 
hardly say. But when all was over . , M. Claudel . ^ 
singled out Senator Borah as the one who had dcme 
most, and sent him his formal thanks as representative 
of the Government of France. (L.c. p. 113) 

The reader is entitled to know more specifically what 
Dewey did during this period. From April 6, 1927 to 
March 7, 1928 he did nothing.* Then he wrote an article 
the main point of which was to make dear that 
“the proposal to make the United States a party to a 
treaty which outlaws “aggression*’ is simply, from the Eu- 
ropean point of view, to make it a party to guaranteeing 
the results of the war treaties, with all their injustices. I 
fear the aspirations of the American group are far re- 
moved in their conception of “aggression” from the reali- 
ties of the European situation, as these are used to de- 
fine “aggression” by France and her allies,” (Characters 
and Events, vol. ii, p. 701 ) 

And he doses with this sentence: 

“. . . it is just as well to have no treaties which disguise 
the real situation and which lull lovers of peace into a 

why the motives of France should be questioned/* But he goes on 
to say, **But there is no need of arguing against this cynical inter- 
pretation” and no argument is necessary hecamt as he says in italics 
*^Tke sinister or selfish character of such a treaty would be clearly 
revealed by the attitude of both nations toward the negotiation of 
similar treaties with other nations/* (1. c. p. 29S) . France’s attitude 
toward negotiating a similar treaty with other nations was revealed 
only on Jan. 5, 1928 — at least six months after Morrison wrote the 
above. Mr. Dewey, by the way, wrote an 13 page Foreword to 
Morrison’s book — ^but had not a single word to say about M. 
Briand’s proposal or Morrison’s comments on same. 

♦ Nothhig publicly, that is. His efforts to influence the policy of 
the American Committee for Outlawry (already referred to) 
made privately. And his Foreword to Morrison’s book stayed with 
the general proposition of Outlawry and studioudy avoided the 
new practical-political situation that had arisen. 
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wholly delusive notion of the prospects of peace.” * (Ib. 
p.702) 

On May 16, 1928, another article appeared entitled 
Outlawing Peace By Discussing War. The nub of this 
article is contained in the following paragraphs: 

“An amusing trait of the discussion is that when the 
relation of the League through its members to a nation 
waging a war is under consideration, the argument as- 
sumes that all nations bound by a treaty to go to war will 
keep their word. But when it is a question of a treaty to 
settle disputes by other methods than war, the chief con- 
sideration is the probability that nations — always, of 
course, the other nations — ^will not keep their word, even 
though given in the most comprehensive and most far- 
reaching international document ever drawn. 

“Treaties to make war have, it would seem, an irresis- 
tibly attractive and binding force; treaties not to make 
war are in all probability scraps of paper.” (Ib. p.704) 

And the closing paragraphs: 

. , . “There may be those, whose ideas do not get be- 
yond headlines, who suppose that the signing of a treaty in 
general terms would end the whole matter. It is hard to be- 
lieve that any responsible statesman entertains that idea. 
Certainly every active proponent of the outlawry idea has 
always held that any such general statement would, and 
could, be but a preliminary to providing adequate means 
for reaching pacific adjustments. It could be but a prelimi- 
nary for further negotiations respecting arbitration, con- 
ciliation, conference, revision of international law to com- 
ply with its terms, a world court and so on. 

* It is worth recording here that on the day the Pact was signed, 
Mr. Bewey said to me be was convinced the Pact would hinder not 
lielp the realization of the Outlawry objective. 
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The harm that is done in discussing the present status 
of the negotiations as if they mainly concerned some fu- 
ture war lies just here. The harm and danger are practical. 
The American public, and possibly some Senators, need to 
be prepared for subsequent efforts that will have to be 
made in order to provide the necessary pacific means of 
adjustment of disputes. Discussion in terms cf what would 
happen in case of war distracts attention from this essen- 
tial need. If discussion does not prepare the public mind 
for the necessity and we are caught unawares, then when 
the treaty has been negotiated, we may well be in for an- 
other failure, a failure humiliating to our national self-re- 
spect and tragic in its consequences for the world** (Ib. 
f p.705-706; italics mine.) 

This was the last statement Mr. Dewey wrote during 
this period. Not until March 1932 did he write again on 
the subject, and then mainly because he was practically 
badgered into doing so by an incorrigible optimist who be- 
lieved that the Stimson Doctrine opened the issue afresh, 
and that perhaps it could be made the starting point of a 
new (though very belated) effort to put some Outlawry 
reality into the Pact. Mr. Dewey was very sceptical, very 
reluctant and finally consented after days of argumenta- 
tion and persuasion. (I am intimate to all these details 
because I was the badgersome optimist.) In that article 
entitled Peace — by Pact or Covenant? he started as fol- 
lows: 

‘^Since I am writing from the standpoint of the Pact of 
Paris, I may properly preface my remarks by saying that 
I feared from the start that the Pact was prematurely 
adopted. For its power lies wholly in the moral force of 
the peoples behind it, and there was no adequate evidence 
that the education of the peoples regarding its meaning 
had been anything like adequately completed when the 
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Pact was officially signed. The Pact should have been the 
conclusion of an irresistible public demand; to a consid- 
erable extent it was the termination of the maneuvers of 
diplomats. There has, therefore, always been the danger 
that official adoption of the outlawry idea would turn out 
to be an embalming of the idea rather than an embodi- 
ment of it.” 

/ 

And further on: 

“The only conclusion to be drawn from the facts of the 
situation, both those indicative of the value of the Pact in 
an emergency and those unfavorable to its constructive 
power, is plain. Lovers of peace should concentrate atten- 
f tion upon the Peace Pact; they should deny themselves 
the use of all methods of agitation and appeal which are 
contrary to its letter and spirit. If this were done, the 
work of public education which was interrupted by the 
more or less premature official adoption of the Pact would 
be reundertaken and carried on more vigorously than be- 
fore. In this case, the Far Eastern embroilment will 
strengthen the force of the Pact instead of weakening ori 
perhaps destroying it. For the point to be kept steadily in 
mind is the permanent bearing of the Far Eastern conflict 
upon the peace machinery of the world. This effect is 
more important than any other phase of the present armed 
struggle. I would not yield to any one in sympathetic ap- 
preciation of the human tragedy enacted in and around 
Shanghai. But if we get so stirred up by the scene of 
death and destruction that we lose sight of its basic cause, 
the war system, we shall in the end only confer added 
force upon this system.” 

And he dosed with this paragraph: 

I plead then for three things: First, that the basic idea 
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of the Paris Pact be put to the front and be kept there, 
and that all judgments and policies relating to the Far 
Eastern situation be based upon it and upon it alone. Sec- 
ond, that the Pact be carried to its logical conclusion in 
a common statement of all nations signing the Pact that 
all demands, acquisitions, pretended rights, obtained in 
violation of it, are null and void. Third, that the force 
clauses of the League of Nations Covenant be abrogated 
so as to bring the Covenant into agreement with the Pact 
which was signed later, in order that the League influence 
re^force that of the Peace Pact instead of working 
against it.” (The New Republic, March 23, 1932) 

The third demand of course aroused the opposition of 
American advocates of the League just as vigorously (if 
not more so) in 1932 as in 1921-1928. And so that led to 
a request that Mr. Dewey defend his position in fuller 
and more circumstantial terms. Which he did — ^and which 
leads the reader right into the next and last Section of 
this chapter — (and Dewey’s last writing on this whole 
subject) . 

f It is hardlv necessary to answer in formal terms the 
question previously raised. It is obvious that there is no 
justification for considering the Kellogg-Briand Pact as an 
end-result of using the method of intelligence in socio- 
political affairs (nor indeed as the end-result of any intel- 
ligent method). Its failure therefore cannot be with any 
justice evaluated as a failure of intelligence in the modern 
world. 

The Pact is just another monumental piece of evidence 
proving what cannot (for our own good) be proved too 
often, namely, that European politicians (alias statesmen) 
always stand ready to use even ‘‘American [idealistic] ex- 
pressions” — though they prefer of course their own lin- 
guistic resources— as means for publicly dressing up their 
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habitual blackguardism.^ The only thing the history of the 
Pact up to date conclusively proves is that “to begin with 
the politicians” is “to end by putting something over on 
the people.” Of course we didn^t need the evidence of the 
Pact to establish this. But though not necessary for prov- 
ing the general proposition, the evidence of the Pact is 
nonetheless of great specific value in these current per- 
fervid days. For one of the myths more sedulously culti- 
vated now than perhaps ever before is that England hasn’t 
really got a “policy,” that its tradition is simply to “mud- 
dle” along and “muddle” through, — by inspired improvisa- 
tion, so to speak. In current language what this means is 
that England hasn’t really got an “ideology” and that the 
British Governments have never been a party in an “ideo- 
logical” conflict; the only “ideology” they stand for is 
that of having no ideology, or, as it is more familiarly put, 
they only stand for fair play just “fair play.” If the history 
of the Pact, before and after signing, does nothing else it 
explodes this preposterous myth. His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment in Great Britain today are the worthy ideological 
successors, really continuators, of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment of 1928. In fact, the truly accurate designation is 
neither “successors” nor “continuators” but fulfillers and 
realizers. Since 1931 especially have the British Govern- 
ments been concretely developing and carrying out in 
worldwide practice what the British Government of 1928 
was largely able only to write out in worldwide theory 
(Note of May 19, 1928). Even if it be granted — and in 
view of the multitude of secret treaties of the War it is 
granting an awful lot — but even if it be granted that there 
was some reasonable justification for Americans being de- 

^ Blackguardism, n. The conduct, language, or practices of a 
blackguard. Webster’s, he. cU. For definition of btackguardi see 
note. 
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ceived in 1928 by Sir Austen Chamberlain’s protestations 
of the British Government’s good faith, of their unweary- 
ing work for peace, of their sleepless sense of national 
honor that requires the scrupulous fulfillment of agree-f 
ments and engagements with other nations, there is, in 
1938, no reasonable justification whatsoever for Ameri- 
cans who continue to be deceived by the British Govern- 
ment — unless, indeed, it can be established that inex- 
cusable political ignorance and “the stupidity of habit- 
boimd minds” provide adequate grounds of reasonable 
justification. The British Governments have, since 1931, 
been concretely exhibiting and proving on a worldwide 
field of action the precise meaning of the “reservations” 
that on May 19, 1928 they made the necessary precondi- 
Hons of their signing the Kellogg treaty on August 27, 
1928. 

It would be well if America realized that the first 
Japanese invasion of China (1931-32) was fairly directly 
the result of the “peace” efforts of His Britannic Majes- 
ty’s Government in 1928 which they made preliminary to 
and conditional for signing Mr. Kellogg’s Pact. According 
to Prof. Shotwell (1928), “Japan has established a rec- 
ord which should win something more than the official 
confidence of governments; it should have universal recog- 
nition of the high ideals and sincerity of its international 
dealings with the Western world.” (IVar, etc, p. 241) 
And “It is of the utmost importance to note that Japan 
was silent concerning any special reservations of its own.” 
(L.C. p. 249) Because on August 27, 1928, Jai>an signed 
the Pact without a murmur, so to speak, Prof. Shotwell 
felt it only fitting and just to devote a special chapter to 
her action, appropriately entitled Japan^s Renunciation 
(the other nations of course had engaged to renounce 
nothing!) But why should Japan have made special res- 
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ervations of its own? How indelicate Westerners really 
are! Great Britain (and France) had made all the reserva^ 
tions conceivable. Was not the Pact a multilateral treaty, 
affording (as the Preamble clearly implied) all the signa- 
tories all the benefits thereof? Hence Japan could claim 
the benefits when and as needed — which is clearly more 
polite than doing otherwise. And so on November 22, 1932, 
M. Matsuoka, on behalf of His Imperial Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment, publicly and officially announced at Geneva that 
Japan was now ready to claim for itself the “benefit” the 
British Government had reserved in its Note of May 19, 
1928, paragraph 10. Japan, too, had “certain [unspeci- 
fied] regions of the world” in which she could suffer no 
“interference” from other Powers because “the welfare 
and integrity” of such unspecified and expanding regions 
constituted an interest “special and vital to her own peace 
and safety.” Japan, unfortunately, had been unable of- 
ficially to assume the load (on August 27, 1928) of the 
“Asiatic Man’s Burden”; but now (November 1932) it 
was able to follow the noble example of the British Gov- 
ernment who had officially shouldered the “White Man’s 
Burden” as their preliminary contribution to ensuring the 
peace of the world through the Pact of Paris. 

But this “example for the nations” which the British 
Government set on May 19, 1928 was by no means the 
only way in which they rendered Japan assistance in 1931- 
1932. How much and how consistently they connived and 
worked to help Japan in its period of trial, both a) by 
encouraging and leading her (by their advice) to rebuff 
all efforts the American Government made to restore peace 
and to make of the Pact of Paris something politically 
real and by showing Japan the way (by their ex- 
ample) to refuse to honor (among other things) their 
signature, not to the Kellogg-Briand Pact, but to the 
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Nine-Power Treaty — all this and much more H. L. Stim- 
son, then Secretary of State has clearly, documentarily 
and circumstantially proven in his book The Far Eastern 
Crisis (Harpers, 1936). But verily, as Sir Austen so feel- 
ingly wrote, for His Majesty’s Government, the scrupu- 
lous fulfillment of engagements is a matter of national 
honor. Moreover, even if they didn’t think so, the Britidi 
peoples did. And, as we all learnt in school, British Im- 
perial Statesmen always tell the truth and only the truth 
to the peoples of the British Isles — if for no other reason 
than the fact that the British Government (as we also 
were taught in school) are so responsive and so respon- 
sible. 

On a matter so delicate, so intimate, so really important 
as the British Government’s sense of national honor, 
and their observance of that sense, it is only proper 
for an Englishman to speak. And so I quote from Norman 
Angell, who was just a few years ago made ‘‘Sir” by His 
Majesty (i.c., by His Government): 

*Tn his book [The Far Eastern Crisis] Mr. Stimson 
points out that not only was America prepared to co- 
operate with Britain and other states in resistance to 
Japan, but that again and again the United States took 
the lead in initiating policies of resistance, going far be- 
yond League proposals. Not only would League States 
have had nothing to fear from the United States in 
measures designated to restrain Japan, but could count 
upon active co-operation.” (The Defence of the Empire, 
p. 105-106; italics mine.) 

And here, as some would say, comes the pay-off: 

“Throughout the whole story of this retreat [of 
Great Britain] the standing argument of British Gov- 
ernment apologists has been that it was unable to act 
because others refused to act with it. Indeed, until the 
publication of Mr. Stimson’s book [for five whole 
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years, 1931-1936] i,e., the refusal of the American 
Government to co-operate m any action against Japan 
and the fear that the United States might indeed em- 
barrass such action was the classic explanation of our 
impotence.” (L.c.i 13-14) 

And just to prove that the British Government are never 
without some resource to fall back on, Sir Norman goes 
on to say, 

*'Since then, [Mr, Stimson’s book 1936] the refusal 
of the French Government has been the standing ex- 
cuse.” (Even though, as Sir Norman points out, Stim- 
son’s book antecedently proved any such excuse to be a 
lie). 

Norman Angell knows his England, but he displays 
throughout his remarkable book too much optimism about 
American intelligence. Thus: 

‘There may be details here or there of Mr. Stimson^s 
story with which the critic and the historian will dis- 
agree, But the point about it which matters is that for 
years it has been customary to explain the failure to or- 
ganize collective action in resistance to aggression as 
due very largely to the absence of America, to the fact 
that if it came to naval action Britain would find herself 
in conflict with the United States. Whatever else Mr, 
StimsoWs contribution may do it disposes of that leg- 
end'' (l.c. pp, 114-115; italics mine), 

Alas for our innocents at home and abroad I One has only 
to read the editorials of the New York Times or The Na- 
tion and New Republic (to go no further afield) for 1937 
to the current day — to find out how powerless indeed Mr. 
Stimson’s book is to “dispose of that legend” in its native 
land I 

Many Americans were shocked, almost horrified, when 
Lord Halifax made his recent trip to Geneva for the pur- 
pose of forcing the League of Nations to break the Stim- 
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son Doctrine — the only valuable achievement (such as it 
is) of the Kellogg-Briand Pact, forced through by Secre- 
tary Stimson, single-handed, against the determined op- 
position of the British Government. “What a sad dayl’f 
Americans exclaimed. “What a fall and degradation to 
witness!” And our English-speaking cousins, too! But the 
only difference between Lord Halifax at Geneva in 1938 
as official emissary of Prime Minister Chamberlain (but 
as real emissary of II Duce) and Sir John Simon at Gen- 
eva in 1931-1932 as the official emissary of Prime Minister 
MacDonald (but as real emissary of the Emperor of 
Japan) — the only difference is this: In 1938 circumstances 
forced the British Government out into the open, and 
their most desperate attempts to cover up were of no 
avail; whereas in 1931-1932 circumstances were favorable 
for their habitual kind of activity and they were able to 
work under cover so completely that not until 1936 (when 
Stimson’s book was published) were their blackguardism* 
and hypocrisy (partially) exposed. 

History may be terrifying to read but only for fools is 
history bunk. On June 23, 1938, the New York Post be- 
gins an editorial with these words: 

“The time has come when it is no longer possible to 
look upon Great Britain as the mere dupe of the Fascist 
Powers in Europe.” Really, The only reason that time 
was ever here was because it is always still possible for 
the United States to be the mere dupe of Great Britain. 

In 1927 the French proposal, as Professor Shotwell so 
admirably phrases it, came “with the emphasis of a climax 
to the long series of acts of pacification which are the out- 
standing achievements of the foreign policy of M. Briand.’* 
The signing of the Pact of Paris may therefore well be 
considered a superclimax; and M. Briand on the occasion 
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of the ceremonial signing wisely gave Sir Austen Chamber- 
lain credit for an assist. In 1938 the word is not “pacifica- 
tion” but “appeasement” and the achievement of a long 
series of acts thereto is already notched on Mr. Neville 
Chamberlain’s stick. But his climax is not yet; nor of 
course his supercljmax. Before either happens, as current 
evidence cumulatively shows, the word will most likely 
be changed back to “pacification” and what is now re- 
ferred to most frequently as Chamberlain’s “realism” will 
at the same time be transmuted into his “idealism, fore- 
sight, courage, integrity” and so forth.^ Whether Cham- 
berlain himself will then be around to distribute the “hon- 
ors” no one can know. But that credit for the assist to 
Chamberlain will have to be unanimously given to Musso- 
lini and Hitler (jointly, like some Nobel Peace Prizes, or 
separately in order of naming) has been for some long 
time indisputably clear. Whether the American people arc 
to participate in Mr. Neville Chamberlain’s climax and 
superclimax — as they did in M. Briand’s only less noxious 
ones — ^is the great question that now rests, not in the lap 
of the gods, but in the minds and intelligences of the 
American people. 

The wisdom of Dewey’s fear, as expressed in his article 
of March 7, 1928, is no less wise today; and by “today” 
I do not merely mean the specific day of this writing (June 
24i 1938) but any day American eyes will open on in the 
calculable and forecastable future. In this sense of “to- 
day” it is today not less true but infinitely more true that 
“the proposal to make the United States a party to a 
treaty which outlaws ‘aggression’ is simply, from the 
European point of view, to make it a party to guar- 
anteeing the results of the war treaties, with all their 
injustices. I fear the aspirations of the American 

*See Addendum. 
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group are far removed m their conception of ‘aggres- 
sion’ from the realities of the European situaticm, as 
these are used to define ‘aggression’ by France and 
her allies.” 

It is the sheerest nonsense for Americans even to suppos^; 
let alone believe that Britain and France without the aid 
of America lack the necessary power to promote the inter- 
ests of peace, of democratic government and civilized life 
in Europe. What the British and French Governments 
genuinely lack is the desire and intention to promote these 
ends. It is of course true that the British Government have 
for seven years and with increasing acceleration been 
laying the groundwork for a European climax and super- 
climax which when they occur will most probably be be- 
yond their unaided power to control for their own ad- 
vantage. But why should America aid the British Govern- 
ment then when the British Government is doing what it 
is doing now — and has been doing substantially and prac- 
tically the same thing for years and years? The question 
is not: Why should America help the British Government 
pull its chestnuts out of the fire? The question is: Why 
should America help the British Government put the 
civilization of the world into the fire? And that is exactly 
what the British Governments have been doing with their 
Anglo-German naval agreement; with their Anglo-Italo- 
German agreement on Spain (more vulgarly known as the 
Committee for Non-Intervention in Spain); with their 
Anglo-German cooperation in Austria, Czechoslovakia, 
and all Balkan States; with their recent Anglo-Italian 
Agreement; with their Anglo- Japanese cooperation in 
China and so on for as long a list as you care to make out. 

In Dewey’s statement requoted above substitute “plan 
for collective security” (or “quarantining aggressor na- 
tions”) for “treaty which outlaws ‘aggression’ substi- 
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tute for “war treaties” the Agreements, Understandings, 
Cooperations some of which only are enumerated above; 
and substitute for “France and her allies” “England and 
her allies Italy and Germany and her not entirely helpless 
thrall France” — ^make these substitutions and Dewey’s 
statement reads for today. The specific European items 
may change from decade to decade, but the fundamental 
ideological policy — the political ideology of the war- 
system — remains always the same. 

It is hardly necessary to point out — to return to our 
basic question of method — that we have no evidence from 
which we could with certainty infer that if the Outlawrists 
had consistently used the method of intelligence they 
would have been successful. The method of intelligence—^ 
as Dewey has consbtently driven home — has yet to be 
tried on the international scale (not to speak of the na- 
tional scale here). All we can with confidence say about 
the Outlawrists is this: if they had stuck to their guns (as 
Dewey advised) or if they had remained “rigidly doc- 
trinaire” (as Prof. Shotwell put it) in the critical years 
192 7-1 928 at least a great deal of confusion and leading 
of the world-public around by the nose would have been 
forestalled. And this much of doctrinairism not only 
should they have offered: the American public (had it 
been sufficiently educated) would have demanded this 
much from them. If the Outlawrists had reaUy believed in 
their procedural plan they could not possibly have aban- 
doned it the way they did. For to abandon it meant that 
they did not really believe that the means they proposed 
to use were essentially integrated with (and hence indis- 
pensable for) the ends to be attained. Only when means 
are considered as incidental to the achievement of ends, is 
it possible to substitute one set of means for another set 
of means. Such practice of substitution is the essence of 
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opportunism; and from opportunism to perfidy is never 
more than a step. 

It is evident from Dewey's statement, ‘‘Just think what 
a difference it makes whether you begin with the people 
and end with the politicians or begin with the politicians 
and end by putting something over on the people," that he 
did not believe that the Outlawry Plan of procedure (or 
the method of intelligence in social affairs) would prove 
itself to be absolutely perfect, that is, roo% politician- 
proof. He believed and maintained that the Outlawry 
Plan — if carried through as planned — ^would effectively 
work to abolish war — not the politicians, though the latter 
abolition was only less desirable than the former. At some 
point, the politicians must enter in — there is no way of 
keeping them out. For public business requires public of- 
ficers (representatives etc.) and public officers are poli- 
ticians. The virtue of the procedural Outlawry Plan con- 
sisted therefore in the fact that it provided a method 
whereby before the politicians entered in, the real and 
permanent groundwork — the educational work — would 
have already been done .among the peoples, and as many 
safeguards as possible would already have been created 
against the deprivations of the politicians. Furthermore, 
the Plan provided means not only for continuing such 
groundwork and safeguarding work; it provided means 
for continually increasing and intensifying such work. 
Only by the employment of such method, which is the 
method of intelligence operating in sodal and political af- 
fairs (whatever be their character and scale) — arc public 
officials ever made out of politicians. For politicians are 
bom. 

No political idea has ever been thought of that is in- 
herently such as to be impervious to the distortions of 
politicians. No political instrument has ever been devised 
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and signed — from the Magna Charta to the Constitution 
of the United States — ^that cannot be twisted and ex- 
ploited by politicians. No political institution has ever 
been established — from the lowliest town-meetings to the 
loftiest courts — ^that carries within itself the magic where- 
with to repel and thwart the nefarious activities of poli- 
ticians. Not despite these reasons, but because of these 
reasons are the introduction and employment of the 
method of intelligence in socio-political affairs so vital and 
necessary. For there is a difference — and a greatly signifi- 
cant one — ^between an idea, instrument or institution 
which is made by and for the politicians, and an idea, 
instrument or institution which is made by and for the 
people. The latter instrumentalities, at least, are not de- 
signed by and to the politicians’ hands; and to capture 
them and convert them into instruments of private ex- 
ploitation, some time and effort on the part of the poK- 
ticians are required. And the more adequately the peoples 
have, been educated, and the more adequate their educa- 
tion continues to be, the more difficult is it, and the longer 
time does it take for the politicians to succeed. It is in 
these precious intervals preceding “capture” and be- 
tween “capture” and “conversion” that the peoples are 
enabled to breathe somewhat more freely, are able to re- 
new their strength and their courage for the next stage 
of the never-ending battle. 

ADDENDUM 

In this day of lightning change, the **proces 5 of transmutation*^ 
naturally proceeds at correspondiiig pace. Here are a few “samples” 
indicative of the course of the process, and considering the mouths 
from which the words are taken, no one can question their high, 
mdeed, all-highest representative character. 

A. Prime Minister Chamberlain’s statements on His Majesty’s 
Government’s Foreign Policy to the House of Commons: 

1. February 21, 193S; . 1 endeavor to state once again my 

own views upon certain aspects of fordgn policy— views which 
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have never altered and whkh have been shared by all my colleagues. 
On a former occasion I described that policy as being based upon 
three principles. First» on protection of British interests and lives 
of British nationals; secondly, on the maintenance of peace and, 
as far as we can impose it, a settlement of differences by peacefi^j 
means and not by force; and thirdly, the promotion of friendl^^ 
relations with other nations who are willing to reciprocate oih'^ 
friendly feelings and wko will keep those rules of intematiofuH . 
conduct without which there can be neither security nor stability" 
(N.Y. Times, Feb. 22, 1938; italics mine) 

2. February 22, 1938: When challenged by Members of the 
House of Commons (Mr. Eden particularly) as to the “ethics’* 
of his proposed course of “conv»i9ations” with Mussolini, Cham- 
berlain replied: “If it be a great principle of international good 
faith, then, 1 take it, the conclurion is that conversations should 
not be held with countries whose record is not, like our own, com- 
pletely dean. 1 assume that our record is completely dean. That is a 
position I can understand, but it is not the position of Mr. Eden.’* 
(N.Y. Times, Feb. 23, 1938; italics mine) 

3. March 24, 1938: “1 cannot imagine any events in Europe 
which would change the fundamental basis of British foreign policy, 
which is the maintenance and preservation of peace. However, 
that does not mean nothing would make us fight.” (N.Y. Times, 
March 25, 1938) 

4. July 26, 1938: “1 cannot imagine any one in any part of the 
House who would disagree with what we have so frequently de« 
dared to be the main aim of the government’s foreign policy, 
namely: the establishment and maintenance of peace and ^e re- 
moval, as far as they may be practicable, of aU causes of possible 
conflict in the grievances of one countiy or another. Let not any 
one in this country or elsewhere imagine that If we are seeking 
peace we are willing to sacrifice, even for peace, British honor and 
British vital interests.” (N.Y. Times, July 26, 1938; italics mine) 

B. Prime Minister Chamberlain on His Majesty’s Giovemment’s 
Foreign Policy with respect to the League of Nations: 

1. February 21, 1938: “1 told the Ambassador [Grand!] we were 
loyal members of the League and if we [Chamberlain and Musso- 
IM] came to an agreement we should desire to obtain approval of 
the League for it.” (Loc. dt.) 

2. February 22, 1938: "/ doubt whether tj$e League wM ever do 
its best work as long as its members are nondnaUy bound to impose 
sanctions or use force in support of its obligatioMs" 

“I believe that if the League would throw off shams and preUnses 
which every one sees through, if it would come out with a declara- 
tion of what it is prepared to do and can do as a inorof forc^ to 
focus public opinion throughout the world, it would justify itself 
and it would be a real thing. It might draw unto itself again some 
of those who have lost faith in U in the past and a future Leaguf 
might be assured for the benefit and salvation of mankind.** (N Y 
Times. Feb. 23, 1938 ; italics mine; the "some” (Smaberiain referred 
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to as having lost faith in the League, because it tried to do more 
than it could succeed in doing, and therefore was unreliable in a 
practical sense, were Japan and Germany.) 

3. March 24, 1938: do not deny my original belief in the 

League as an effective instrument for preserving peace has been 
profoundly shaken. That arises from the present condition of the 
League itself due to recent events. . . . 

“The best thing we could do for the League would be to nurse it 
back to health. . . (N.Y, Times, March 25, 1938) 

4. As good as his word (and no need, of course, to be better) 
Prime Minister Chamberlain sent a special emissary to the League 
Council to ‘*nurse the League back to health On May 12, 1938, 
thus spake Chamberlain through the mouth of Lord l^fax: 
“Those who seek to establish a better world upon the basis of 
universal acknowledgment of League principles are clearly right to 
feel a reluctance to countenance action, however desirable on other 
grounds, whereby these may appear to be infringed. But when, as 
here, two ideals are in conflict — on the one hand the ideal of devo- 
tion, unflinching, but unpractical, to some high purpose; on the 
other hand the ideal of a practical victory for peace — ^1 cannot 
doubt that the stronger claim is that of peace. 

“All life is, indeed, perpetually confronting us with difficulties 
not dissimilar, . . . how constantly it is necessary to reconcile 
that which may be ideally right with what is practUaU^ possible. 
That is in truth one of the hardest laws which operate m a world 
so strangely composite of good and evil as that in which we live 
[God, not Chamberlain, is to blame] ; and neither he who forgets 
ideals in pursuit of practical achievement [example?] nor he who, 
blinded by the bright light of the ideal [like Haile Selassie and his 
supporters, including the United States Government through Its 
Stimson Doctrine, maintained inviolate to date], loses sight of the 
possible will ever make his full contribution to ^e estabUi^ment of 
conditions on which alone progress can be made. 

“Thus in an imperfect world [again the Creator is to blame, not 
even the idealists] the indefinite maintenance of a principle, evolved 
to safeguard international order without regard to the circum- 
stances in which it has to be appUed may have the effect of merely 
increasing international discord and friction and contributing to 
those very evils which it was designed to prevent. 

“That is the position which ^s Majesty’s Government feels 
hound [by the Chamberlain-Mussolini agreement] to adopt in the 
case of Ethiopia. * • . 

. . for practical purposes Italian control over virtually the 
whole of Ethiopia has become an established fact. , . . 

“Meanwhile, nothing is gained and much may be lost by the re- 
fusal to face facts. Great as b the League of Nations, the ends it 
exists to serve are greater than Itself, and the greatest of these ends 
w peace." (N,Y. Times, May 13, 1938; italics mine) 
u- respect to Lord Halifax’s more recent nurring activ- 

ihes in Paris that Anne O’Hace McCormick wrote the following 
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tribute to the noble lord for the New York Times. But, surely, the 
tribute was most signally earned at Geneva when the great speech 
of which we have only quoted a small homily was delivered: ”He 
[Lord Halifax] is the perfect intermediary, scrupulous, safe and 
accurate. ... He is spoken of in England as “the efficient saini^ 
the latter designation in reference to his profound piety. . . . Sudt 
qualities, coupled with disinterestedness and lack of personal ambi-' 
tion, make Lord Halifax the ideal Foreign Secretary for a Prime 
Minister determined to conduct kis own foreign policy as the 
pacificator of Europe.” (N.Y. Times, July 23, 1938; italics mine) 

The League did prove to be a “focus of world opinion” on May 
12, but perhaps not quite in the sense Prime Minister Chamberlain 
had wished it to be on February 22, 1938. The League CouncU, in 
fact, refused to accept the solicitous nursing of “the efficient saint.” 
A New York Times correspondent, C. K. Streit, .sacrilegiously wrote 
as follows: “Ethiopia provided the spectacle of Britain and France 
trying legally to undo the resolution in which the League pledged 
itself not to recognize the conquest, and when they found they were 
unable to get the Council to reverse it, taking the law into their 
own hands by asserting that this question is, as Lord Halifax put it, 
‘One for each member of the League to decide for itself in light 
of its own situation and its own obligations^ ” (N.Y. Times, 
May 15, 1938; italics mine) 

And on May 13, the New York Times begins its editorial: “The 
honors of the occasion go to Haile Selassie. . . (Not, as on 
Jaly 23, to “the efficient saint.”) 

5. Reviewing his six months’ efforts for “appeasement,” “pacifica- 
tion,” “practical idealism,” “realistic practicalism,” etc., etc., Prime 
Minister Chamberlmn summed up His Majesty’s Government’s 
steadfast loyalty to the League and the future that loyalty en- 
visioned, thus: . . it must be a matter of regret that we cannot 
record any effective action or intervention by the League of Na- 
tions. Of course we know well wkai is tke cause of this ineffective- 
ness-ineffectiveness which is likely to persist as long as some of 
the most powerful nations of the world are outside the League. 

“We regard the present position of the League as temporary, and 
even if it is necessary for a time that the League should renounce 
tke idea of tke use of farce, there still remains a wide field of use- 
fulness for the League, in pursuing which the League may well be 
able to build up a fresh position of confidence and approval, with 
the result that in time we may find that those nations who have 
left the League because they did not agree with the use of force by 
the League may come back to if lo take part in this other work. 

“And who knows what further developments may then take place 
once the League can be considered more representative of the world 
as a whole than it is today? In that view of the future of ike 
League wt intend to give it all the support and encouragement in 
our power. 

“In the meantime, in the critical situation in which we find our- 
selves, we have to fall back on ordinary methods of diplomacy. hX 
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the beginning of the year many of us must have felt that it was 
likely to be a critical one for good or evil in the history of the 
world.” (N.Y. rimes, July 27, 1938; italics mine) 

To comment with adequate propriety on the beauty of the Prime 
Minister’s “idealism” as expressed dther by himself or by his “ef- 
ficient saint” lies far beyond the range of our powers. His “realism,” 
however, is a subject on which we may venture to say a closing 
word. The Prime Minister’s complete reversal of judgment — ^within 
five months — as to the conditions the League must satisfy if it is 
to fully realize its “future ... for the benefit and salvation of 
mankind” is eminently worth calling particular attention to, not 
only for its practical significance in the immediate historical junc- 
ture, but for its eternal significance as revelatory of His Majesty's 
Government’s theoretical policy (ideology). On February 22, tiie 
Prime Minister said: “I doubt whether the League will ever do its 
best work as long as its members are nominally bound to impose 
sanctions or use force in support of its obligations.” And it is clear 
from the rest quoted earlier (and from portions of his speech we 
did not quote) that he contemplated the revision of the League 
Covenant so as to remove all “sanction clauses.” But on July 26, 
the very same Prime Minister says: “We regard the present position 
of the League as temporary, and even if it is necessary for a time 
that the League shoidd renounce the idea of the use of force, there 
still remains a wide field of usefulness . . . etc.” Why the complete 
about face from maintaining the position that the abandonment ol 
sanctions is the indispensable condition for the League’s benefiting 
and saving mankind, to the position that the failure to use sanctions 
impairs the usefulness of the League for these “high purposes”— a 
temporary impairment, happily? And be it noted that the Prime 
Minister on both occasions entertained and expressed the hope that 
the Great Powers that left the League would return. Why the 
change? Can it be, that because of his five months’ efforts at 
securing peace he foresees the time fast approaching when: a) the 
contemptible “little nations” {who refused the solicitous nursing 
of the ^‘efficient saint") may prove useful to His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment in time of war — and of course no Government would be so 
thoroughly entitled to their aid as His Majesty’s, whose general 
record is “completely clean” and whose special League record is 
completely brilliant with unswerving loyalty ; or can it be that he 
foresees a day when b) Germany and Japan are back in the Lea^e 
(and Italy active too) and some nations now “in” at that tinae 
“out” and then they all together— Great Britain in the lead— will 
be able to apply “sanctions” with a completely clean conscience 
and with a right good will ? 

Th^ alternatives, either one or both (for they are not mutually 
wclurivc by any means), may well indeed be in the Prime Min- 
ister’s noble mind. 

The following night, on July 27, 1938, speaking to the noble 
Lords in thdr own House, tbc “efficient saint” gave utterance to 
following: 



566 xhE security OF NATIONS 

*‘There is, however, another aspect of events. It is true that the 
government have had for more than a century important interests 
in China. The Japanese Government claim that the action they are 
taking is for defense of their interests in China, and we have evex^ 
right to expect them to recognize that if they have certain interests 
to protect we have the same and are not uanUndfut of our respotL 
sibiliiies, which we have every intention of discharging.’* (N.’y. 
Times, July 28, 1938; italics mine.) 

Thus, within the round period of ten years, the socio-political 
method (now called “ideology”) of His Britannic Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment completes one world- wide operation: 

1. May 19, 1928: Sir Austen Chamberlain: If we sign, then we 
do so on the condition that we reserve and maintain unlimited 
right to act “as in the past”; 

2. November 22, 1932: M. Matsuoka: If Great Britain has re- 
served the right to act as in the past, then Japan, as signatory 
of the Pact, has acquired the benefit of acting that way “in the 
present” ; 

3. July 27, 1938: Mr. Neville Chamberlain (through the mouth 
of his “efficient saint” Lord Halifax) : If Japan has interests in 
China which it has the right to protect as it (Japan, not China) 
sees fit, then so have we . . . and. . . . 

His Majesty’s Government in Great Britain already finds it 
more difficult than “in the past” to conceal their habitual imperial 
blackguardism behind their changing verbal fa<;ades. But, beyond 
any doubt, their resources of hypocrisy are not yet entirely ex- 
hausted — ^nor is the gullibility of Americans fully satiated. We 
may therefore confidently predict that with the acceleration of 
contemimraty events ever new devices — conscienceless, ruthless, 
blackguardly — ^will be produced, as occasion demands, by the 
noble-hearted and pure-minded Statesmen of Great Britain. And 
that the people of America will continue to swallow these new 
deidces with ever-astounding relish. 

VI* Sanctions and the Security of Nations* 

The problem of the use of sanctions to achieve a peace- 
ful international organization involves many questions. 
But two great principles run through the complexity of 
details and reduce them to clarity and order. The first of 
these principles is that the use of sanctions is imprac- 

* From Are Sanctions Jteeessary to International Qrtar^aaiiont— 
a ifiscuslon between Mr. R. L. Buell and Mr. Deweyi published m 
a pamphlet by Foreign Policy Association, June 1932. Mr. Deweys 
contribution is here published entire. Editorial changes In text (en- 
doaed in brackets) consist in substituting "it is sometinws urged 
etc., for “Mr. BoeU urges” etc. 
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ticable, so much so that any attempt in that direction is 
sure to make international relations worse instead of bet- 
ter. Even the attempt to push it to the front in discussion 
B ill-advised, for it distracts attention from the measures 
likely to be of efficacy in improving the relations among 
nations. The second principle is that even if the use of 
coercive force by joint agreement were possible it would 
be undesirable, since resort to force fastens us the 
war system as the ultimate means of settling international 
controversies. '^Enforcement of peace’’ is a phrase which 
combines two contradictory ideas. 

i 

In spite of Articles X and XVI in the Covenant of the 
League, the latter has consistently refused to invoke the 
use of sanctions. Its record in this respect is without a 
flaw.* This fact k of itself evidence that the notion of ap- 
plying sanctions is utopian. If the idea is capable of prac- 
ticable application, how is the policy of the League to be 
accounted for? If the blame is put on the nations outside 
the League, it only becomes the clearer that nations are 
still so divided among themselves that the idea of com- 
bined joint action is utopian. If the claim is simply that 
the Council of the League has failed in its duty, this al- 
ternative only proves that even those nations which are 
most united among themselves are incapable of uniting to 
employ coerdve force. 

The statement that the failure of the League is due to 
the n<m-adherence of the United States deserves, howeveir, 
particular attention. As I see the matter, the actual case 
stands almost at the opposite pole. As a matter of fact it is 
Americans, those advocating that we join the League, who 
are most active in urging the policy of sanctions. France is 

* S«c note at end of ChM>ter— Ed. 
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committed to the use of sanctions under especial condi- 
tions connected with maintaining the sanctity of the Ver- 
sailles treaty, and with the added qualification of either aii 
international force with its own staff, or military and nava) 
guarantees from Great Britain and the United States] 
Some of the smaller nations that are satisfied with the 
status quo think sanctions would strengthen their security 
against the imperialistic tendencies of the greater powers. 
But in general the great powers are so much opposed to 
the invocation of sanctions that their attitude is repre- 
sented by the statement of MacDonald that reference to 
them in Article XVI is ‘‘dead wood” and should be cut out 
of the Covenant. 

The evidence of the steadfast refusal of the powers to 
resort to sanctions is found in the history of the League at 
every emergency which has arisen. Sober students and his- 
torians who believe thoroughly in the League have praised 
it on the special ground that it has resorted only to pub- 
licity, to conciliation, to the building up of harmonious 
public opinion and sentiment. Strangely enough it is only 
advocates of the League on this side of the ocean who 
criticize the League for failing to use coercive measures: 
— ^possibly because of their remoteness from the factors 
which actually control European action in international 
matters. I can think of nothing more unrealistic than urg- 
ing the impossible — in spite of the appearance of realism 
which is said to attend the “implementing” by force of the 
cmduct of the League. 

^Since I cannot go over the whole history of the League, 
I shall select one case which to me is typical. In ccmnec- 
tion with Locarno, Great Britain agreed to guarantee the 
Franco-German frontier, while refusing to guarantee the 
Polish-German settlement. It was everywhere admitted 
that Great Britain’s attitude was dictated in part by the 
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realization that in the latter case she could not carry the 
other members of the British Commonwealth of Nations 
with her. What then is the prospect of Britain’s signing a 
blank check in favor of forcible guarantees to be applied 
all over the world? 

And of course there are other causes for the abstinence 
of Great Britain. Europe is not a united happy family. 
Even the nations which were allies in the World War have 
opposed interests. It would be impossible for Great Britain 
to surrender her traditional foreign policy to the extent of 
actually promoting France’s hegemony on the continent, 
such as would be effected if Great Britain cordially as- 
sented to s2inctions in order to guarantee the war settle- 
ments in Eastern Europe. The rivalries of nationalistic in- 
terests, fhe sore sf)ots, the resentments, suspicions, and 
jealousies which exist among the great powers make the 
execution of united coercive measures impossible; to try 
to use them would only increase existing antagonisms and 
fan a dormant flame into a blaze. 

The particular point which has been mentioned is of 
course but one aspect of France’s unceasing demand for a 
guaranteed security of the perpetual force of the Versailles 
treaties. As Walter Liii^mann wrote in the New York 
World in 1927: “Substitute the word ‘revision’ for the 
word ‘aggression’ and the words ‘maintenance of the Paris 
Treaties’ for the word ‘security’ and you have the real 
meaning of this interminable debate.” Aside from the 
question of right and justice, conflict of interests udll con- 
tinue to forbid that effective unanimity which is requi^ 
for the use of sanctions. So far as Great Britain and 
France especially are ccmcemed, the situation was well 
stated by a writer in the Round Table for June 1928: 
“When the English-^>eaking world uses the word peace it 
thinks of a state of things in which not only there is nio 



570 XHE SECURITY OF NATIONS 

war, but in which the political structure is the result of 
general acceptance and is not merely acquiesed in because 
there is force majeure behind it. W^n France talks about 
la paix, she means rather the political situation created by 
the treaties of peace. It is a legal rather than a moral situv 
ation.” 

Suppose a case, apart from any reference to the peace 
treaties, in which Great Britain, France or the United 
States was prcmounced in su(^ default in meeting an inter- 
national obligation as to justify, under the terms of the 
Covenant, an a[^al t'o sanctions. Does anybody believe 
that they would be put into operation? And what would 
be the effect upon public sentiment in this country if an 
effort were made to set them in motion? Would .the effect 
be favorable to the promotion of international organiza- 
tion for peace? If one will face in his thought the picture 
of the reaction that would occur here, the inevitable in- 
flammation of nationalistic sentiment, he will appreciate 
the effect on any other strong nation of the invocation of 
sanctions against it. And why limit the scope of the na- 
tions which might be affected by it? In the minds of Amer- 
ican advocates of sanctions there seems to exist always an 
unexpressed premise as to just what nation is to be the 
guilty party. 

Let us take a less hypothetical case. Suppose that in 
1929 Russia in her dispute with China in Manchuria had 
gpae as far as Japan went in the same province in 1931* 
32. The feeling against Russia was, on grounds quite aside 
itom her supposed action in Manchuria, such that sanc- 
timis nng^ possibly have been invoked against her. But 
would it have been possible to convli|ce Soviet Russia or 
her sympathizers in the rest of the world that the real 
ground for action was the alleged one? And how could the 
sanctions have been executed? How ccwld thqr have been 
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];na(!e effective? Is it not obvious that nothing but an old* 
fashioned bigger and better war would have served that 
purpose? And is it not highly probable, practically certain, 
that there would have been enough domestic Opposition in 
various nations to prevent punitive action? Could labor in 
Great Britain have been brought to the use of sanctions? 

For we are not on speculative grounds in dealing with 
the case of Russia. There was an economic ^^quarantine’’ 
of Russia attempted at the height of the hostility to and 
fear of her communism. Russia suffered undoubtedly; 
many persons were added to the roll of those who starved 
to death. But in the end it was unsuccessful except in em- 
bittering all Russians, independent of their economic phi- 
losophy, against the rest of the world. Even nations much 
weaker than Russia have the power of withdrawing into 
themselves and enduring until the storm is spent. During 
the storm, however, old resentments are renewed and the 
temper which makes for future war is fostered. 

I can only conclude that those who mourn and who re- 
buke the League because it has not chosen to employ the 
sanction provided for on paper assume a decadence of 
nationalistic rivalries and ambitions which does not accord 
with facts. They assume a harmony in the various Chan- 
cellories of the world which is non-existent. If the assump- 
tion of the existence of this harmony were acted upon, the 
action would merely accentuate the disagreements which 
already exist. There may not be the most elevated di- 
plomacy in Europe which is conceivable. But its foreign 
offices are at least wise enough to realize the danger at- 
tending an appeal to sanctions, and hence agree to allow 
the clauses relating to it in the Covenant to become a dead 
letter. I can but believe then that the League has been w^ 
advised in putting up with rebuffs rather Aan to adopt the 
sensational and striking course of resort to coercive meas- 
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ures. That which is academic in American discussions 
would be fatal in Europe. Nor is the matter wholly aca- 
demic here. Appeal to sanctions keeps alive and invigf 
orates all the attitudes and convictions which have causecil 
us to remain outside the League. Worse than that, it stim-A 
ulates the activities of the extreme isolationists; it pro- 
vides them with ammunition, and all in a cause which is 
hopelessly utopian. 

ii 

In what I have thus far said I have ignored the distinc- 
tion drawn by [some] between economic and military 
sanctions, in behalf of the former and against the latter. Is 
this distinction practicable in fact? Certainly it is not 
authorized by anything in the Covenant of the League. 
Article X declares that nations agree not only to respect 
but to ^^peserve** territorial integrity. There is no limit 
set to the means to be employed; to “preserve” means to 
preserve. Article XVI states the means to be used. Section 
one specifies economic and financial measures. But the im- 
pression that this section stands complete in itself so that 
invocation of economic sanctions may or may not be fol- 
lowed up by military measures has no warrant in the docu- 
ment. It is opposed to its express terms. The two following 
sections are integral with the first. For the second section 
begins, “It shall be the duty of the Council in such case to 
recommend to the several Governments concerned what e/- 
fective military^ naval and air forces, etc.,’* while the third 
section obligates member-states to permit passage of 
troops. From the standpoint of the Covenant, economic 
sanctions are not a possible substitute for war; they are 
one of the instruments of war. 

Those who make the distinction between economic and 
mQitaty sanctions may at least have Something in com- 
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mem with the opponents of sanctions: They should strive 
to modify radically Articles X and XVI of the Covenant. 
Even then the question remains how far the separation is 
practicable, and whether the framers of the League were 
not sufficiently realistic in combining the two so that if 
reference to military sanctions is eliminated, economic 
sanctions should go too. 

First let me say something about the prevailing use of 
the term ‘‘boycott’* by the adherents of economic sanc- 
tions. Its ose is not only loose but is actually misleading. 
A boycott is a private individual or group affair, non- 
political in nature: a refusal to give economic patronage 
either to a particular firm or corporation or to business 
representatives of a particular nation. Its nature is indi- 
cated by the conditions of its origin in Ireland; and by 
Indian and Chinese boycotts. Neither the word nor the 
idea has any application in international affairs.'*' There we 
can have only embargoes and blockades. In the Covenant 
there is of course no such loose and irrelevant term as 
boycott. There is **sev€rance of all trade or financial rela- 
tions”; ** prohibition*^ of intercourse among nationals, and 
prevention** of all intercourse between nationals, finan- 
cial, commercial and even personal. The terms are sweep- 
ing enough to remind one of a medieval interdict. In any 
case, severance and prohibition mean embargoes, while 
prevention is meaningless without a blockade. 

The question then comes up whether economic sanc- 
tions can be mcces^fully applied without a blockade by 
land or sea: a recourse to war measures. I doubt if an 
answer can be given applicable to all cases. In the case of 
sanctiems applied to a weak nation with the practically 

'^The statement in this sentence is elliptical or truncated; the 
succeeding sentences fill it out. Clearly '‘neither the word nor the 
idea [boycott] has any application in international affairs’* os thOH 
«ifo<rs are coniycted by gevemmentsr^Ed, 
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imanimous and earnest support of all o^tr nations tbe 
threat of them might operate. But it seems to me clear that 
even with a nation which is weak (the case of Russia ha^ 
already been mentioned) there is no assurance that the 
threat would be successful unless followed by war-meas-^ 
ures, while it seems quite certain that the effect upon pub- 
lic sentiment would be to create great resentment and to 
foster militarism. The nation against which sanctions are 
used would feel that it had yielded not to the claims of 
justice but to superior force^ quite as much as if it had 
been defeated in war. 

In many cases, all the precedents go to show that a 
purely economic boycott would not be successful even 
against weak nations. I think of Turkey in its war of lib- 
eration with Greece. Turkey had constant clandestine 
French support against the help given by Great Britain to 
Greece; both the French and Italians joined in smuggling 
arms and munitions through even a blockade for the sake 
of profit. I can think of but few cases in which desire for 
profit and political rivalries would not go far to render a 
so-called economic boycott ineffective. Even in the World 
War, with all the military and naval resources of the Al- 
lies, the blociade of Germany, openly an act of war, was 
not completely successful. 

There is a great deal of talk of a rather irresponsible 
sort, intellectually speaking, about putting ^^teeth” into 
the League and into the Paris Pact. Everything goes to 
show that merely economic sanctions would be a set of 
poorly made, easily broken, crockery teeth. Teeth in in- 
ternational affairs mean teeth — ^blockades and other war 
measures. The case of Japan is crucial. It is argued that if 
the League and the Unit^ States had made an early dem- 
onstration of the intention to apply economic sanctions in 
case China and Japan did not submit their dispute to some 
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kind of adjudkation, the Mukden incident would prob- 
ably have been quickly settled and the Shang^ campaign 
prevented.'*' It b of course extremely difficult to deal with 
historic cases in which it is alleged that if something had 
happened which did not happen, something else would 
have or would not have happened. The speculative char- 
acter of the proposition is not reduced when [it is some- 
times] urged that the peaceful settlement would have been 
brought about not only by economic sanctions alone, but 
that a blockade would not have been necessary for the 
successful operation of the economic sanction. All that 
was required, according to [this], was legislation prohibit- 
ing the clearance of exports to^the “aggressor” state and 
the entrance of imports from it. 

Speculative hygmthe^ for speculation, mere “prohibi- 
tion” without “prevention” would not have been success- 
ful in deterring Japan frcnn her course, while it would 
have created resentments most detrimental to the develcq>- 
ment of a world order and would have played into the 
hands of the military. We can be pretty sure that Japan 
would have withdrawn from the League; that, since the 
United States is the chief importer of her goods, she would 
have laid up a resentment against us highly provocative 
of war, ulterior if not immediate, and that the outcome 
would have strengthened the powerful party in Japan 
which desires Japan definitely "to go Asiatic.” 

A realistic iqpnisal of the probable action of Japan 
will have to take into account her peculiar positim and 
traditions. Westerners are likely to forget that Japan is 
not only an island separated from America and Europe 
but also from Asia, and that for ronturies she pursued a 
deliberate policy of seclusion and exclusion. It is impos- 
sible to exaggerate the effect of these conditions upon 

* Sec Note at todef Chaptcp— E4 



57^ THE SECURITY OF NATIONS 

Japanese mentality. The late war taught us how compara- 
tively easy it is in any case for a government to control 
public opinion by propaganda and by shutting out all 
news and information contrary to its case. The task is 
immensely easier to accomplish in Japan. Since the Jap- 
anese public believed with intensity of ardor that its cause 
against China was just and a matter of national self- 
preservation, it is uiirealistic to suppose that merely pass- 
ing laws, without a blockade and other show of force, 
would have altered the policy of Japan, or that its effect 
would have been other than to increase resentment and 
add to the prestige of the military party.* 

The belief that this would have been the case is not a 
mere matter of speculation. One hundred and thirty-five 
American missionaries on the ground in Japan signed, 
without trying to excuse the action of Japan, a statement 
in which the following sentence is included: “Without 
necessarily renouncing the use of economic pressure by all 
the nations against an aggressor as provided in the Cove- 
nant of the League we believe in the present circumstances 
that the threat of an embargo against Japan only serves 
more fully to unify Japanese public opinion in support of 
the military policies” — a statement whose moderation 
^makes it the more worthy of credence. 

The conception that fear of economic loss will deter any 
nation whose emotions are infiamed from conducting war- 
fare is disproved by all recent history, Japan is probably 
the only country in the whole world on whom such fear 
would have the least deterrent effect. The dread of eco- 
nomic sanctions may be expected to have the most force in 
those countries in which industrial interests are paramount 

* A concrete illustration in point is Muasolini^s establisbment of 
the day **sanctions*’ were imposed by the League as a National 
(Roman) Holiday devoted to glorifying the Invincible MiMtary 
Spirit and Power of Italy.— Ed. 
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and in which they have the most weight in civilian gov- 
ernment. In Japan the situation is reversed. Prest^ lies 
with the military because of the strength of the feudal 
tradition, and the military elements are superior to the 
civilian in the cabinet. All facts go contrary to the belief 
that a mere legalistic gesture would suffice to swerve the 
policy of a country where the military have taken the bit 
in their teeth in a runaway race and have the support of 
public opinion. To argue for sanctions and ‘‘teeth” and 
then to stop short in their use is as impossible in fact as it 
is inconsistent in logic. 

By retracing what actually did happen in Manchuria 
one can reconstruct what probably would have happened 
if there had been the threat by all the powers of economic 
coercion of Japan — supposing, that is for the moment, 
that all the powers had had sufficient unanimity of opinion 
and policy to make the threat. Day after day there were 
inquiries and protests. Day after day, the civil authorities 
made explanations, and gave certain conditional assur- 
ances about future actions. Day after day the military 
went ahead with their foreordained plan of campaign, 
leaving the civilian authorities blandly to explain that the 
conditions upon which their promises had been based had 
not been fulfilled. Events moved rapidly. There is no^ 
reason to suppose that Japan would not have followed the 
same course with a threat of economic sanctions im- 
pending until she confronted the world with her jait ac^ 
compli in Manchuria. It is not a pleasant spectacle but 
nothing is gained by concealing from ourselves that this is 
the kind of world in which wc live. 

The retort that all this could not happen if the Paris 
Pact were implemented with force, or if the teeth in the 
Covenant were used, merely sets before us the ori^nal 
dilemma. Teeth that are not mere false teeth, only paper 
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teeth, si^fy a bkx^ade and a readiness to go as far as 
events make necessary in further use of armed force. If 
successful, it is the kind of “success” which any war bring! 
with it, a success which events have demonstrated is noi^, 
conducive to an organized world order, and which in the, 
case of Japan would have left intense resentment bdiind 
and strengthened the supremacy of the military. Without 
the use of armed force, the show of economic teeth would 
have produced resentment without any practical effect in 
Manchuria, and would have left recourse to purely pacific 
measures in a position more ridiculous than at present. 
There is one fact that is now assured and not merely 
speculative. Japan is actually withdrawing her forces from 
Shanghai, and an official spokesman admits this b done 
because Japan incurred the “odium” of the rest of the 
world. Even if she had withdrawn imder a threat of coer- 
cion (which with a proud nation like Japan is hardly 
likely), I submit that the after-effect in Japan would have 
been a much sorer and more bellicose attitude than now 
exists. 

It should be added that if international economic sanc- 
tk)ns had been adopted, China could not have held aloof; 
die would have been compielled by forces within and with- 
out, to be a party to them. Japan has claimed that the 
non-offidal boycott in China was sufficient justification 
iat her Shanghai adventure. Obviously if China joined in 
an official boycott, the alleged excuse of Japan would have 
been greatly reinforced. Her intensified sense of provoca- 
tion would have been the basis for carrying her canqiaign 
against China as far as she wished. In all probability, her 
campaign would have extoided up the Yangtse valley to 
Haidcow; to Tientsin and Peii^ng, possibly to Amoy and 
Canton. An that China gaiiwd by refraining from a dec* 
huatioa of war would have been lost. 
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I turn from the point that economic sanctions cannot be 
severed from military and still be successful, to another 
point which bears upon their practicability. Before eco- 
nomic sanctions can be put in operation there must be a 
determination of the state against which they are to ht 
employed. The term “aggressor nation” is currently em- 
ployed to describe this state, and it is employed as if it 
had a recognized standing in the Covenant. In fact it docs 
not appear there, the nearest approach being “covenant- 
breaking state.” But whatever the term, the guilty nation 
must be settled upon. What is the basis upon which it is 
assumed that Japan could have been held guilty in time to 
arrest the Manchurian expedition and prevent the one in 
Shanghai, even if the rest of the argument for the efficacy 
of economic sanctions be accepted? The investigating 
commission to determine the facts of the case has only just 
arrived in Shanghai— in April, 1932. This fact is a suf- 
fitient commentary on the assumption that it is a simple 
and easy matter to determine the nature and residence of 
the guilt which justifies the use of sanctions. Doubtless the 
inquiry might have been expedited; that it could have 
moved as rapidly as the Japanese army moved, I take the 
liberty of doubting. And it would have been faced at every 
step by Japan’s claim that the Chinese were the real ag- 
gressors, and by the claim that since Japan was being at- 
tacked she could not postpone positive action. 

There is another special feature complicating the deter- 
mination of the covenant-breaking state. In its exact form 
it belongs only to the Sino-Japanese situation, but some- 
thing corresponding would ^ found in every compUcated 
dispute between important nations. Japan’s claim that 
China was the real “aggressor” is bound up with the Chi- 
nese claim that the treaties ensuing upon the Twenty-One 
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Demands are not valid, because they were secured under 
duress — and also, as Chinese civilians unanimously be- 
lieve, by bribery of Chinese officials. Anyway China served 
notice as soon as she could that she did not regard them 
as binding. What a fine situation in which to determini^ 
which nation is responsible! Imagine the enthusiasm witlb 
which France would greet a decision that treaties obtained 
under duress are invalid! Even as it is, the intemationai 
commission will, I imagine, skirt this question, contenting 
itself with scolding China for neglect in observing her 
treaty duties. What it would have done if the imposition 
of economic sanctions and the outbreak of a general war 
had been dependent upon its decision, I will leave the be- 
lievers in sanctions to pass upon. 

iv 

It is asserted that the failure to check Japan in her 
course has strengthened the idea that reliance must be 
placed on armed force, has weakened the peace movement 
and the desire for disarmament, and has set back the pros- 
pects of world organization. Specifically, it is urged that 
non-resistance by force has intensified Japan’s faith in 
armed force as an instrument of national policy; has fur- 
thered the belief in China that international agencies can- 
not be depended upon; has aroused fear in Russia which 
finds outlet in increased dependence upon armed force, 
and has created unrest and fear of the consequences of 
disarmament all over the world. 

There is sufficient truth in these statements so that I 
have no desire to deny them. I agree fully with the state- 
ment that “had the L^gue and the United States success- 
fully curbed Japanese militarism and secured a peaceful 
setticment of the difficulties between China and Japan, fh« 
International consciousness of the g^eat powers, e^}edally» 
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would have been immeasurably strengthened, a fact which 
would have greatly facilitated the solution of other press- 
ing international problems.” But what does such a state- 
ment signify in and of itself save that if peaceful measures 
had achieved a peaceful solution, the state of the world 
would now be much more pacific than it actually is? So far 
as it is implied that appeal to sanctions would have 
“curbed” Japanese militarism (even if we go so far as to 
hold that the military would have been scared off from 
their adventure), or more generally still would have se- 
cured a peaceful settlement, the statement is either a non 
sequitur or a begging of the question at issue. 

It is quite true that pacific means have not up to date 
been highly i^uccessful in restraining Japanese militarism, 
-—although it is probable that there has been an arrest* 
since it is likely that original plans went much further 
than Shanghai. But the assumption that threats of coer- 
cive force would have really restrained her militarism 
sounds to me much like the pleas we gave way to during 
the World War, that militaristic opposition to and con- 
quest of German militarism would sound the death knell 
of all militarism. Instead we have a world more completely 
armed than in 1914. 1 submit that by this time we ought 
to have got beyond the notion that resort to coercive force 
is going to weaken the tendency to resort to coercive 
force; it only shifts its focus. 

Of course the answer which is constantly made to this 
poipt is that there is a great difference between national 
and international force, between war as an instrument of 
national policy and international war; that what is now 
argued for is ^^international defense and international 
sanctions.” I do not see that the analogy with the World 
War is at all weakened by this retort. Nations from the 

•That it was only “an arrest” is now evideot.~-£d. 
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five continents outside of Europe were in arms against the 
Central powers. That seems to mark a fair approach to 
international war and international sanctions. In retro- 
spect, however, matters look very much like an old-fash^ 
ioned alliance for various ends of nationalistic defense 
and nationalistic aggrandizement. Although there was ^ 
^^sacred union,” the Allied nations do not seem now united 
even secularly, to say nothing of sacredly. The world has 
had its lesson as to the power of a union for the exercise 
of coercive force to create a real harmony of interest and 
purpose. A coercive combination against Japan might ac- 
complish a decisive victory more quickly than did the 
combination against the Germanic powers, and with less 
suffering and destruction. That it would promote genuine 
world organization for peace seems to me as illusory in 
one case as in the other. 

Since personally I do not think the argument that eco- 
nomic sanctions would cause suSering to the innocent is at 
all a conclusive argument against employing sanctions 
(provided there were assurance that they would really be 
successful in creating an international order of and for 
peaceful international relations), I shall only make one re- 
mark on this. There arc plenty of innocent people in the 
world suffering at the present time. There can be no justi- 
fication for adding to their number unless it is clear be- 
yond all reasonable doubt that the addition will really be 
a factor in promoting a genuine harmony of interests 
among the nations of the world. And that is just the point 
to be proved and which has not been proved. 

There are certain other points [which arc sometimes 
made] which seem to be irrelevant to the main issue, but 
whidi I shall touch upon for the sake of completeness. I 
do not agree with those who urge that resort at present to 
sanctions is a European idea and opposition to it is an 



SANCTIONS 


S8| 

American id^. As I have already said, it seems to me that 
at present Europeans are altogether too realistic to be* 
lieve in invocation of sanctions, while it is American ad- 
vocates of the League who urge their use and who urge us 
to join with Europe in imposing them. In this attitude 
these Americans are faithful to the role of Wilson in in- 
sisting that this factor be made a part of the Covenant. 
But it can be said with truth that American opposition to 
the idea of sanctions was a chief factor in keeping the 
United States out of the League, and that opposition on 
principle as well as on grounds of practicability was a de- 
cided factor in generating the American idea of outlawry 
of the institution of war — ^that is of war as a juridical 
means of settling international disputes. In so far, opposi- 
tion is an American idea. 

It is argued that it is inconsistent for those who oppose 
international sanctions to join in a private boycott of Jap- 
anese goods. On the contrary, except for those extreme 
pacifists who believe that any overt act which may inflict 
suffering on any one else is wrong, such a boycott is the 
only form that economic action against Japan can consis- 
tently take. It is a boycott, not a blockade. It does not in- 
volve even a suggestion of political force. It expresses 
moral disapproval in a way which it is hoped will arouse 
attention. The assertion that a private boycott runs on all 
fours with a political, financial and commercial interdict 
logically implies that Japan is correct in her contention 
that a Chinese boycott of Japanese goods is justification 
for armed retaliation on the part of Japan, and that 
Gandhi’s boycott of British goods justifies armed retali- 
ation on the part of Great Britain — a position which even 
the British party of coercive force has not taken in defence 
of its action, 

My discussion would not be wholly ingenuous if 1 
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passed in silence over a phase of the argument which holds 
that as a matter of fact the great nations did not hesitate 
to send military and naval forces to Js^an in defence of 
their own national interests. Probably there are some who; 
independently of their views on the topic of sanctions^ \ 
would deny this statement. I am not among them. Per*^ 
sons who support the intervention of the United States in 
Latin America have frequently justified our nationalistic 
action there on the ground that under the Monroe Doc- 
trine we are really acting as a kind of trustee for European 
powers. There is another possibility: abstinence from aU 
armed intervention. The same is true as to China. The 
sole alternative to conjoint coercive action is not individu- 
alistic national action; it is cessation of the policy of pro- 
tecting, by means of armed force, persons and property 
voluntarfly placed within a jurisdiction where they are en- 
dangered. If two great European powers were at war, the 
United States would not regard it as a hostile act if Amer- 
ican property were destroyed when it happened to be lo- 
cated on a field of battle. The same principle can be ap- 
jdied in ‘‘backward” countries. All nations might suitably 
have joined in sending ships to evacuate all nationals en- 
dangered by local warfare, but such action as that, while 
appropriate and desirable, has nothing to do with imposi- 
tion of sanctions; it is not “defensive” war, national or 
international. 


V 

The main positive contention for the use of sanctions is 
that the creation of a “successful international organiza- 
tion” is dependent upon assurance that there is a force at 
the disposal of cooperative action which can bring the 
peacebreaker to terms, and that nations will not disarm 
nor trust themselves to the ad<^tion of exclusively peace- 
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ful measures unless there is assurance that an international 
force will undertake their defense. Short of an interna- 
tional force devoted to keeping the peace it is said that 
nations will rely upon their own force. 

The argument appears to surrender the restriction to 
economic sanctions. But much more important than this 
fact is that in as far as it is admitted to have weight, it 
points straight to the French proposal for an international 
army and navy under the control of a general staff, while 
it rests upon the French premise that security is the all 
important thing, and that security can be guaranteed only 
by force. If security is the main thing, and if an interna- 
tional army will achieve it and if nothing else will, the 
conclusion seems to be the necessity of an international 
army. All the arguments which can be brought against the 
latter weigh against the premises from which it follows. 
The argument that international order and a coercive 
force to enforce peace are so nearly synonymous that we 
cannot have one without the other proves, if it proves any- 
thing, the necessity for a superstate with its own army 
and navy. 

But even so, the argument that the use of sanctions 
under conditions which now exist is a prerequisite for the 
creation of an international order puts the cart before the 
horse, // there existed a general concert of interests and 
harmony of purposes, a specific international organization 
would at least be practicable of attainment, whether or not 
it were desirable; and its force might be directed against a 
recalcitrant nation. But to suppose that the use of com- 
bined coercive force is a means of promoting the formation 
of such an organization — ^to say nothing of it being the 
best or only means — ^is like supposing that individuals can 
be clubbed into loving each other. It reminds one of the 
statement given out by the Japanese that they were fight- 
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ing the Giinese at Shanghai hi order to pnwaote the 
friendly relations of the two natirms. 

In connection with the argument that organization fo^. 
coercive purpoMS (that is, the use of sancti(nis) is a ne(i<. 
essary pre-condition of an internal order [it is sometimes) \ 
assumed that the opponents of sanctions believe that 
^‘good faith” will suffice to create such an order. I do not 
know who these optimists are, and I regret that I carmot 
share their optimism. 

It is well-known that conditions can be indispensable 
without being sufficient. I do not see how world organiza- 
tion of and for peace can be brought into existence without 
the growth of harmony of interests and community of 
values along many different lines. I do not know of any 
single device which will bring it automatically into being. 
But I can think of no one thing more hostile to the devd- 
opment of this needed harmony and community than the 
overhanging menace of coercive force. All who oppose the 
invocation of sanctions in international affairs believe that 
reliance on informed public opinion and good faith is a 
sine qua non. They also believe that it is a power favorable 
to the growth of stable peace, while the use of force is by 
its very consequences hostile to such a growth. This brings 
us to the other basic principle: the undesirability of re- 
course to coercive force in order to accomplish intoma- 
tional ends, of peace, even if it were practicable. 

vi 

While 1 sympathize heartily vrith critidans of the dan- 
geroudy exaggerated naticmalism which afflicts the world 
today and agree with those who hold that it constitutes a 
situation close to international anarchy, I get the feeling 
in reading some pr(q>osals for remed^g the situation that 
the attributes a^ activittes of national states have been 
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merely transferred over to some bigger substitute organic 
zation. It is eitremely difficult to get away from concepts 
and modes of thinking which are sanctified by long tradi- 
tion. It is much easier to seek improvement by setting up 
some rearrangement of them in a new pattern than it is to 
develop new concepts and to think in terms of them. 

So in reading about “international war,” “international 
defense,” and an international order equipped with coer- 
cive powers I cannot escape the impression that policies 
are being framed and plans formed on the basis of an 
imagination still in thrall to nationalism, at least to that 
aspect of nationalism which enthrones force as the ulti- 
mate arbiter. I realize that this feeling or impression is no 
argument, but I record it for what it is worth. In grandiose 
plans for the world-state, it is certainly clear that the start 
is made with the idea of the state as at present organized, 
which is then magnified till all states are absorbed into 
one. I cannot think that emancipation from the evils of 
nationalism will be obtained by any manipulation of the 
elements which constitute the nationalistic state, but only 
by development of that sort of interaction between social 
units and groupings that is exemplified in the intellectual, 
industrial, commercial relations of the states of the Union 
with one another. It is these interactions operating to ef- 
fect reciprocal advantage for all concerned that holds the 
states together in unity, not any political entity superim- 
posed upon them and exercising coercive force upon thm* 

I do not claim the analogy is perfect, but I think no 
reasonable person will hold that the coercive force of the 
federal government is chiefly or in any large degree that 
which keeps the various states together; or that it is a fac- 
tor of any great importance as compared with the bonds 
of common tradition, habits of mind, beliefs, information, 
intercommunication, commerce, etc., which tic the people 
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of the states together* Nor can I imagine any sensible per* 
scm today who, when he looks at rivalries of interest and 
latent frictions between sections which still exist, woul^ 
urge as a remedy the strengthening of coercive force ea^-i 
ercised from above upon them. (We tried “force billsV 
after the Civil War.) 1 cannot imagine such a person pro« 
posing anything but means which will positively intensify 
the bonds of common interest and purpose which exist 
among sections. If civil war were finally resorted to it cer- 
tainly would not be as a desirable remedial measure but as 
an awful evil which had to be endured. 

Coming to definite arguments, that in regard to the 
analogy of international coercive power with domestic 
police power in the enforcement of law seems to have 
reached a deadlock; the reasons put forth by each side do 
not seem to have much effect on the other. I cannot refrain 
however from summarizing the reasons which actuate 
those which deny the justice of the analogy, since they 
bear directly upon the fact that international coerdve 
force is a form of war — something admitted by both sides 
to be undesirable. 

, The most obvious, but at the same time the least funda- 
mental, reason why the proposed analogy breaks down is 
that, with respect to the internal affairs of the stale, there 
already exists a body of laws (common and statute) which 
determines both the material and the manner of the use 
of force; which decides, that is, both the objects for which 
public force shall be employed and the exact ways in 
which it shall be used. There is no provision that force 
may be used for any purpose which a court at any particu- 
lar time thinks desirable. There is a large body of regula- 
tions and precedents which determine as narrowly as pos- 
sible the circumstances in which and the ends for which 
public authority will employ force for purposes of execu- 
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tioa and restraint. Police, sheriffs, and so forth, are so far 
from being allowed to employ any kind of force which 
they judge may be effective that they themselves act under 
laws which prescribe and limit their use of force. All of 
these precedent conditions are notoriously lacking in the 
case of the so-called police application of international 
sanctions. 

I remarked that this particular defective analogy was 
not so fundamental as others. It points, however, to one 
which is fundamental. The reasons why there are laws 
regulating both substance and procedure in the use of 
police force is because, within each state where the laws 
run, there is substantial agreement as to important social 
interests and values. In other words, the laws do not exist 
because there is the possibility of the use of coercion for 
their enforcement, but force can be used because the 
*1aws^* apart from coercion are the customs, the agreed 
upon modes of life, of the community; or else they arc 
declarations of the recognized will of the community by 
methods which in the main are self-enforcing in the life of 
the community. Laws that are enforced are enforced be- 
cause there is a community consensus behind them. The 
threat of force does not bring about the consensus. So at 
this point the analogy between the domestic police force 
and the use of sanctions as an agency for promoting the 
formation of a stable and peaceful international order 
breaks down completely. 

The considerations just adduced bring us to the third 
element of difference. How can the cmplo 3 anent of police 
force against individuals or at most small gangs be thought 
to have any similarity to the use of force against an entire 
nation? Not only would the domestic criminal, if known, 
^ reprdiended by all about him, but he is, if the force 
against him is successful, only an insignificant fraction of 
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the popuktioa. If the p(q>ulation of New York State wmt 
practically unanimous in refusing to obey a federal law, 
it would not be police which vrould be called out if it werp 
decided to use coercion, but the army and navy. The rej* 
suit would be civil war, not the ordinary processes oi(\ 
courts and sheriffs. There may be circumstances in which 
civO war is practically unavoidable. But I cannot imagine 
any one saying that it is intrinsically desirable or that it 
should be provided for in advance because such provision 
is a necessary means of promoting a peaceful order. 

Although I am compelled to believe that the use of 
police force in executing decisions of courts and other legal 
bodies is necessary in every stage of human civilization so 
far attained, I confess I cannot understand the satisfaction 
which upholders of sanctions find in seeking justification 
for international force in the fact of police force. I am not 
such an extreme non-resistant that I believe we can dis- 
pense with coercion in domestic matters. But that the use 
of coercive forc« in domestic force does mi immense 
amount of harm, that at times it is doubtful whether it 
accomplishes enough good to offset the evil it does, seems 
to me clear. Ex-Justice Holmes is on record, if I recall cor- 
rectly, in ei^ressing a doubt on this very point. Doubtless 
there are still some persons who cling to the abstract no- 
tion of vindictive justice. But most civilized persons today 
ate oinvinced that coercive and punitive forces are last 
resorts; that the necessity for appealing to them is itself 
proof that something is wrong in normal social processes, 
and that the social ideal is to find the measures which will 
change the causes vriiich make the invocation of force nec- 
essmy in particular cases. It is a strange thing to me that 
in tbe very country and at the very time when it is so 
tragically af^iarent that reliance upon coerdve force in do- 
mestic matters is a brc^en reed, there should be an active 
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agitation for treating appeal to coerci<n as the important 
and necessary condition of good intematirmal relaticms. 

The arguments against the practicabOity of using sanc- 
tions overlap the question of desirability. To a consider- 
able degree their use is impractical because the best judg- 
ment of the world instinctively realizes its undesirability. 
What was said about the practical impossibility of invok- 
ing sanctions against Great Britain or the United States 
may also be cited as evidence of its undesirability. But we 
may use another illustration. South American countries 
have not all of them as yet reached a condition of stabQity 
in their relations to one another. Disputes between them 
are unfortunately relatively frequent. How many persons 
even among those who theoretically give assent to the 
principle of sanctions would think it desirable that the 
United States engage in a boycott in every dispute which 
threatens peace between nations there? Is it desirable that 
the people of the United States should be so stirred up 
about the Chaco treaty that they would be ready to impose 
a boycott on either Paraguay or Bolivia, having first ju- 
ridically determined just whidr one is at fault? Where is 
the thing going to stop if it is once adopted as a principle? 
And if it is not a prindide, then it is merely a convenient 
dodge or mask for getting us involved in an old-fashirmed 
alliance or war. I do not for a moment believe that it is in- 
tended to be the latter; I am speaking tmly of the logic of 
the thing. But I do believe that some of those who are 
ardent supporters of sanctions are still so much influenced 
by sympaAies adiich grow out of the last war, that thqr, 
like the French, can imagine only one particular nation at 
set of nations as the “aggressor” and hence have nevm* 
fleneralized the (Operation of their {U'indpk. 

'I'o the (q^ponoits of sanctions the points which have 
made seas sum-dear. The uiddders of sanctiom 
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claim, on the other hand, that there is such a real like- 
ness of police force and international sanctions that the 
latter is as necessary as the former and of the same kiiu). 
It is dahned that sanctions and war are radically different. 
I believe that, however, the world will act upon the hoi^i^ 
ored logic that if the animal looks like a frog, jumps like a 
frog and croaks like a frog, it is a frog. The definition of 
war is not determined by intellectual pigeon holes nor 
legalistic distinctions, but by the test of behavior. That 
which involves general interdictions and blockades, backed 
with threat of guns and explosives and poison gases, is 
none the less war because called by another name. 

1 believe that it is a tragic illusion to think that a sharp 
line of difference can be drawn between ‘‘international 
war” and other wars. The idea of war itself perpetuates 
that interpretation and treatment of international rela- 
tions in terms of force which is the stronghold of the war- 
system, The custom of curing the bite of a mad dog by 
swallowing one of his hairs is innocent in comparison with 
the idea of getting rid of coercive force by the use of coer- 
cive force. 

When the talk of sanctions is directed against a particu- 
lar nation, it necessarily stimulates the war spirit in it and 
in the countries which contemplate the use of sanctions. 
The case of Japan affords a good illustration. The de- 
mands for invoking sanctions against her were, in the 
American px>pulace at large, directly proj)ortional to the 
animosity aroused against her. In order to have brought 
American public opinion to the point where it would have 
been willing to resort to sanctions, it would have been nec- 
essary to dwdl upon the wrongs committed by Jap>an, 
cruelties, reputed atrocities, until a veritable war spirit 
had been created. The technique required would have been 
not unlike that used to create wiUingiiess to go to war 
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dgaiast Oennaiiy, tbe techmque which operated ht tibe 
case of mQiions of peace-loving Americans. I am confident 
diat there are many of our citizens, who a few weeks ago 
would have said they w»e in favor of a boycott, who are 
now glad the matter went no further than it did. The dif- 
ference is that their emoti(xial resentments have cooled 
off. I do not imply that emotion rather than reason oper- 
ates in the case of those who argue on principle for the use 
of sanctions. But I do mean that the general population 
would sanction sanctions against a particular nation only 
in die case of long-standing animosity, or else an immedi- 
ate intense emotional outburst, against her. The idea that 
this state of things would be merdy tranatory, and that 
finally a remote impersonal machinery would set sanctions 
in operation without an emotimial flutter in the breasts of 
citizens of the nations using sanctions does not agree with 
human nature as I am acquainted with it. One does not set 
out on a course of coerdon to inflict suffering unless one is 
emotionally excited. 

I stated earlier that I had no doubt that the course of 
Japan had for &e time being at least strel^thened mfii- 
taristic influences in tte world, although I held that the 
attempt to coerce Japan into another course would have 
only made matters worse. There is no inamsistency be- 
tween admitting the harm done the peace of the world by 
Japan’s course and* at the same time holding that in the 
larger sense Japan’s course has not been a striking success. 
There is prebabiy no case on record in modem times when 
moral sentinidit, public sentiment, <bas been so nearly 
unanimous and sospontaneouriy-mqiressed. The sditimNit 
and its peaceful mq^ression dkl not cause Japan to deshrt. 
But the positimr of Japan today is not an enviaiMe one, 
and wMIe a.sensible person hesitates to piredict the future, 
fhere.ia good ground, fior thiii^ing tbait her. poaitkm .in 
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Cbina for the fuhire has been rendered less taoable than U 
would have been had coercion been r^orted to. Japan is 
an but completdy on the defensive in the court of publip 
opinion. She has experienced a moral defeat. It is hard t|) 
believe that she can live it down without a change in he^\ 
policies. Appeal to coercion would have convinced her thai ' 
she had justice on her side; it would have solidified her 
intransigeant attitude. Now she wiU have the (^porttmity 
to stand aU the hard consequences of her conduct as the 
consequences of her own conduct, and not as something 
forced up<m her, in spite of her righteous conduct, by the 
jealousy and ignorance of a hostile world. And if we go 
outside Japan, 1 doubt if any nation on earth has had the 
desire to strengthen, to imitate the conduct which has 
brought such general condemnation upon Japan.'* As one 
who would like to see the real power of the League for 
peace grow, I believe that her failure to invoke sanctions, 
even if Japan did not desist (which she probably would 
not have done anyway) is a real contribution to the cause 
of world peace, since her action did something to solidify 
and express the moral judgment of the world. The settle- 
ment of dilutes by peaceful measures, provided for by 
the Paris Pact, is recent; its significance is still far from 
having penetrated adequately into the public conscious- 
ness. For example, apologists for Japan as r^rds Man- 
diuria still thitdi to excu4>ate her from blame by making 
known the provocations riie received from the Chinese. 
Admit for the moment that the case stands just as these 
biologists daim, and thdr argument totally ignores the 
fact that Japan has been arraigned because of failure to 
use the peaceful measures provided for in the Nine>PowN 
Fact and the Pact of Paris in m6a to remedy her wrongs. 

• Eatertaiaiag thb doubt was justified tiuough the yean 1932- 
USS—a latiier hmg period la omtteaspotary worid hatoeyr'^ 
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In the degree in which attention is centered on this matter 
and is not dissipated in the consideration of previous 
rights and wrongs, we have a new situation in the world 
and one whose efficacy for peace is immeasurable. 

vii 

We come now to comparison of the value of sanctions 
with that of other measures which may be used. First, and 
with respect to the Paris Pact, I want to say a few words 
about the subject of ‘^defensive” war. I quite agree with 
those who hold that “defensive’^ war logically implies “ag- 
gressive’’ warfare, and the need for some criterion for dis- 
tinguishing between them. The original idea of the out- 
lawry of war was to outlaw the institution of war and not 
just some special brand of war. It was pointed out that 
nothing could destroy the right of self-defense — the same 
right that an individual has, when violently assailed, to 
protect himself. This latter right docs not depend upon 
making a distinction between offensive and defensive as- 
sault and battery; this is completely outlawed. So with 
war. 

Unfortunately, however, there was not an adequate edU' 
cation of the public in the meaning of the idea of outlawry 
before its official adoption. Still more unfortunately, there 
were believers in the necessity of military force among the 
politicians of the world who strove to give the idea an in- 
nocuous meaning, and who tried to turn the fact of self- 
defense, which is neither a product of law nor capable of 
being abrogated by law, into the concept of the legality 
of defensive war. Influential statesmen anxicms for the 
speedy adoption of the Pact indulged in ambiguities. 
Either M, Briand himself never fully grasped the idea or 
he was interested in mitigating its force,’*' For in his speech 

* This was and is far too generous a concession to M, Biianii 
—Ed, 
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of August 27, 1928, he limited the idea e! renundati<^ of 
war in a way which left room for introducing the idea of 
two kinds of war, one of which was hot outlawed. He said 
that it was '^war as a means of arbitrary and selfish action^’ 
which was outlawed. And several times, as if for the sak^ 
of emphasis, he limited the significance of the Pact t^ 
^‘selfish and wilful” war, thus giving ground to those per- 
sons who claim that even under the Pact there is a place 
for a kind of war which is noble and disinterested. More- 
over, a number of Americans who had previously ridi- 
culed and qpposed the idea of outlawry, and who were de- 
voted to the idea of sanctions, seized upon this loophole; 
and, making it central in their interpretation of the Pact, 
brought forward the notion of “international” defensive 
war. 

Consequently there is still an ambiguity in the Pact 
which can be taken advantage of to sustain the contention 
that the Pact itself demands international sanctions and 
war, unless the “defensive war” it permits is to become 
purely nationalistic. However, there is another and better 
alternative. That is to clarify international law so that the 
distinction between the right of self-defense and the con- 
cept of “defensive war” is made clear. Had this been done 
before Japan’s incursion into Manchuria, every pretence 
on her part that she was fighting a defensive war and 
therefore had not broken the Pact would have been swept 
away. 

The argument is made that the refu^ of other nations 
to admit the legality of accessions of territory, or other 
g^ins, resulting from violation of the Paris Pact wifi not 
be equate; that it is a half-way sanction, but only a 
half-way one. The argument is supported on the ground 
that past non-recognitions have not opiated to prevent 
nations from enjoying the fruits of their aggression. 'Hi® 





SANCTIONS 


597 


argument frmn precedents overlooks one important differ* 
ence. The cases dted are refusals of recognition by par- 
tictdar nations, as of Great Britain’s seizure of Egypt by 
France, of various undertakings of the United States with 
respect to Latin American countries. The refusal which is 
contemplated by the “peace-sanction” (originally sug- 
gested by Mr. S. O. Levinson, the author of the Outlawry 
idea) is one to be exercised by all nations in common, and 
one which, through the influence of Secretary Stimson, has 
been officially acted upon by the Assembly of the League. 
If there is no difference in results to be expected from iso- 
lated national action and organized international action, 
what becomes of the argument regarding the difference 
between national and international defense, national and 
international war? The logic of the argument from the 
failure of national non-recognition to the necessary failure 
of present and future international non-recognition com- 
pels us to conclude that the only merit of international 
sanctions is that it represents a stronger economic and 
military coercive force. 

The argument that non-recognition of say Japan’s posi- 
tion in Manchuria will not lessen the ability of Japan to 
establish herself there so solidly that non-recognition will 
mean nothing raises hypothetical questions. It ignores to 
my mind the slow but effective operation of imponder- 
ables. But speculative matters aside, it raises the question: 
Upon what shall those who desire a world organized for 
peace dqpend: upon force and the threat of force, or up<m 
peaceful measures in the develqnnent of ccnnmon interests 
and purposes? 

“Peace-sanctions” are not “half-way” sanctions because 
they are not sanctions at all in the soise of those who ar- 
pe fm- economic and military sanctions. For tboy do not 
involve the s^j^ication of 'coercive force. They are sane- 
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tions simply in the sense in which undesirable conse^ 
quences which flow intrinsically from the performance of 
an act are sanctions. If a nation obtains territory by mei^ 
which are juridically banned, then juridically those gains 
are null and void. To some it will seem unrealistic to put' 
faith upon strictly moral agencies and influences. But it 
would Iseem as if the history of war, the history of the 
consequences of the use of physical and coercive force, 
were enough to convince reasonable persons who want 
peace of the unrealistic character of any other means. 

We do not insist that good faith and moral pressure are 
sure to operate, that they are bound to be sufficient. But 
we do say that the measures which can be taken in their 
name are more promising roads to stable and enduring 
peace than is recourse to coercion, actual or veiled. It is 
not now necessary to argue that the possibility of using 
the latter rests back upon the former, since the pledge to 
use coerdve force d^nds for fulfillment upon the good 
faith of the national making it. You cannot employ coer- 
cion in an endless regress against those who do not ob- 
serve good faith, Mr. Buell [writes] . ^‘Admittedly all inter- 
national obligations in the last resort must rest upon good 
faith and the force of public opinion,”’*' Since this is fact 
and since it must be the fact, we hold that consistent ac- 
tion upon the basis of the fact is the best way to promote 
the positive influence of good faith and public opinion, 
while the habit of continuing to think wd act in terms of 
coercion perpetuates the ideas and emotiot^s whidi sustain 
the institution of war* It correspondingly n^akens the op- 
eration of the good faith and public q>imon which are 
admitted to be the ultimate relimce. 

Any one of Us can S}rmpathi2e with those who are im- 
patient with the present relations of natimis and who are 

♦ In Mr. Buril’s contiibution, printed in the same pamphlfit.^E<i. 
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indignant with those nations that, after professing a love 
of peace and promising to forego the use of warlike meas^ 
ures to settle their disputes, fail to live up to their good 
word* Their breach of good faith has the psychological ef- 
fect of causing us to doubt the efficacy of all good faith 
and to imagine that the use of coercion is the only thing 
which nations will respect. But in spite of a reaction in this 
direction that is natural because of desire for sp)eedy re- 
sults, all history and understanding of human nature tell 
us, I believe, that the view is shortsighted and in the end 
defeats its own purpose. I am not convinced beyond every 
peradventure of a doubt that the Outlawry of War will rid 
the world finally of the war system. If nations insist upon 
fighting they will do so, just as individuals commit suicide. 

But I am sure of two things: First, that if the peoples 
of nations want to have done with war, the Outlawry idea 
is the best method for giving expression to that desire 
which has yet been discovered, and secondly, that it is 
fatal for those who welcome the Outlawry idea and who 
believe in it to play, even in thought, with the idea of sanc- 
tions or coercive force. In so doing they, however, unin- 
tentionally, reinstate the idea of war and undermine their 
own position. Devotion to sanctions comes naturally and 
logically only from those who believe that wars are the 
inevitable way of settling disputes between nations, and 
who do not believe that the traditicmal policies of balance 
of power and alliances can be done away with. For, in ef- 
fect, the enforcement of sanctions signifies only that at a 
given time and for the time being there is an alliance of 
nations which thinks itself sufficiently stremg to restrain 
by coercion some nation from going to war or else to con- 
quer and penalize that nation if it does go to wax. Were it 
not for the fear that some one would think that I was 
^recommending the idea, I would say that the conception of 
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a Pox Romana can be realized more readily by a thorough- 
going alliance, economic, financial, military and naval, of 
the Briti^ Commonwealth of Nations and the Unite^ 
States than by any scheme of “international defense an^\ 
war” yet devised. ! ' 


viii ^ 

In the long run, the efficacy of the Paris Pact, of the 
Outlavny idea in general, depends upon the growth of 
community of interests and purposes among the nations 
of the world. The Outlawry agreement, like any jural ar- 
rangement, is protective of interests that exist; it rein- 
forces them with the power of pledged- good faith. But 
there are definite measures which can be adopted that will 
add to the efficacy of dependence upon good faith and 
public opinion as expressed in the Paris Pact. I believe 
that if the energies of those who want peace were united 
to promote these measures, immensely more would be ac- 
complished for peace than will be effected by keeping dis- 
cussion and thought fastened upon the use of coercion. 

I. The Covenant of the League, by modification of 
Articles X, XV and XVI, can be brought into harmony 
with the Pact of Paris. Unless this is done, oppositicm to 
the adherence of the United States will continue. The one 
thing most certain in oiu* foreign policy is that we shall not 
assign to any group of foreign powers a disposition of our 
own decision as to our future course of action in matters 
involving war and the threat of war. Quite aside from the 
attitude of the United States, sudi atition will prevent dif- 
ferent methods and measures from assuring peace from 
interfering with each other and vutually encoun^ing war- 
l&e action— an interference whidi unfortnaateb' totd: 
place in the Sino- Japanese embroglio. 

3. There can be forasally adopted iu a part of interna- 
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tional law the prindide that all occnpations, privileges, 
possessions that are ^ected in violation of the Peace Pact, 
that is by acts which are not consona n t with the pledge to 
use only peaceful measures in settlement of disputes, ahail 
be juridically null and void. The principle has been en- 
dorsed by the Assembly of the League and can and should 
be officially incorporated into international law. 

5. There should be adopted into international law the 
principle that any dispute or controversy not brought to 
settlement by the ordinary processes of diplomacy, or by 
mediation, conciliation, arbitration, etc., shall remain in 
status quo.* Doubtless this idea is implied in the Paris 
Pact but if it were made explicit and naticms were to 
pledge themselves to it, a given violation of the Pact 
would stand out more clearly and the response of public 
opinion would be quicker and more pronounced. 

4. The fundamental distinction between the right of 
self-defense and the concept of defensive war should be 
established in international law. 

5. The United States should adhere promptly to the 
World Court to which should be referred, with a view to 
the enlightenment of public (pinion and the unification of 
the moral judgment of Ura world, any and every case in 
which there is a claim that the terms of the Pact have 
been violated, when the questicm is not settled by &e ordi- 
nary means of negotiation among nations. 

Finally, it should go without saying that these measures 
are additional to and not substitutes for the increased use 
of all possible means of eionsultaticm; conference, tnedia- 
tion, arbitration, and all other jpO^ible agj^cies of peace- 
ful settlc^epl;^X4!^ us throw pur cfaet^ into ^trengthen- 

, giitjgestijoa, like the one. in the preceding para^^’l^ due 
to Mr’. S. O. Lemnso'n t(nd Was first made peibfic in the* CfinstioM- 
Century foir February S, 1932. (Author’s note in onginol.]. . 
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ing than and not, because they and the Pact have not as 
yet been completely successful, fall back upon the con- 
tinued use of coercive force. 

i 

Editor's Note. (p. 567 “The League has consistently re- 
fused to invc^e the use of sanctions.”) 

In 1935, the League seemed to break its record for 
consistency by voting sanctions against Italy; in reaUty, 
however, the case was quite otherwise: the only thing 
the League consistently preserved was its basic policy 
of appearing to be a League of Nations, while bang and 
acting as a Combination of Great Powers. The Gov- 
ernment of Great Britain assumed the role of leader 
in the League movement to impose sanctions; the ac- 
tual record of the Government of Great Britain, acting 
through, with and for the League, is therefcm con- 
clusive evidence as to what realty transpired in 1935: 

Norman Angell, in his boo^ The Defence of the Em- 
pire, goes into the whole matter at some length. For 
the purposes here, a few quotations will suffice. 

*'At Ital‘/s request we imposed an embaigo upon the 
cxptHTt of arms to Abyssinia. Thus, at a time when Italy 
was feverishly pouring armies into Africa for the pur- 
pose of conquering Abyssinia, we showed our ’impar- 
tiality’ by applying an embargo ‘to both parties’, an 
embargo which, wMe it did not even embarrass Italy, 
made it impossible for Abyssinia to acquire the means 
of defence. 

“The Italian demand that we should refuse licences 
for the export of arms to Abysamia happened to be a 
breach of our obligation in the 1930 arms traffic treaty 
with Abyssinia to allow the Abyssinian Emperor to sup* 
idy himself with the arms be needt^ in self-defence. 
It^y manufactures her own munitions and Abyssnis 
does not possess a single muniticms factory. The a^- 
ment was that by denying Abyssinia anmt ‘conciiiation’ 
was more Ukely to succeed.” (pp. 144-145; 
ndne.) 

Ag^: “The qwkesgmen of the British Government 
amMtmoed with pride that whatever dse it £d it woiw 
take mo course m the matter of mmctiom which might 
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provoke war with Italy. From that moment the conver- 
sation might just as well have ceased. Italy had only to 
say that in the event of any specified sanction being 
employed she would fight, for that sanction to go into 
the inapplicable’ list. An eminent Italian professor has 
pointed out that from the moment the British Cabinet 
announced Ht woidd he no party to a policy involving 
war’ the real chairmanship of the Sanctions Committee 
passed to Signor Mussolini.” (p. 146; italics mine.) 

In support of the Italian professor’s conclusion, writes 
Angell, “There is one supreme piece of evidence which 
settles the last point. In M. Laval’s account of his meet- 
ing with Sir Samuel Hoare and Mr. Eden on Sept. 10, 
193s, occurs this statement: *We agreed that hostilities 
were about to begin almost immediately and ... we 
found ourselves instantaneously in agreement upon rul- 
ing out military measures, not adopting any measure of 
naval blockade, never contemplating the closure of the 
Suez Canal — in a word, ruling out everything that might 
lead to war’ ” (p. 147; italics mine.) 

Further: “Mr. Churchill, who has examined the in- 
ternal evidence as to whether our sanctions policy was 
*real or sham,’ writes that from first to last the commit- 
tee charged with devising ^mctions ‘conformed docilely 
to the limitations prescribed by the aggressor. They pro- 
ceeded to the rescue of Aby^inia on the basis that noth- 
ing must be done to hamper the invading Italian arm- 
ies.’ (p. 148). 

“Mr. Winston Churchill has summarised the position 
thus: ‘First the Prime Minister had declar^ that 
sanctions meant war; secondly he was resolved that 
there must be no war; and thirdly, he decided upon 
sanctions.’ ” (p. 146.) 

And continuing to quote Mr. Churchill: “ Tt is true 
that included in the sanctitms were many measures, 
especially financial measures, which in the long run 
would have destroyed the Italian financial power to pur- 
chase necessities in foreign countries, and that these 
would have eventually affected their war-ma^ii^ ca- 
pacity, 

'' ^But tiie diief of these, the financial sanctums, did 
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fwi# reqt^e Geneva to impose them. The credit of Italy 
had already falleu, and was bound to fall, so low that 
the ordinary market factors would have been as valid as 
the League decision/ 

“ ‘Thus the sanctions which we have been pressing 
with so great a parade were not real sanctions to para- 
lyse the invader, but merely such half-hearted sanctions 
as the invader would tolerate, because in fact they stim- 
ulated Italian war spirit/ ** (pp. 147-148; italics mine.) 

The above are cited from Mr. Angell’s book simply 
for their bearing on the question of fact involved in 
Mr. Dewey^s statements in the text to which this is 
a note. As for their bearing on the issue of the use of 
sanctions, it is only fair to Mr. Angell (who is 
an advocate of the use of sanctions) to say that he uses 
these citations and other evidences to prove that sanc- 
tions have never really been imposed. (Which proof is 
also not irrelevant to Mr. Dewey’s argument.) 

To conclude this note: In 1935 the Governments of 
Great Britain and France happened to use the League 
of Nations as their stalking-horse. But that they re^y 
did not need to do so has since been amply demon- 
strated. Great Britain’s Committee for Non-Interven- 
tion in Spain serves their purposes just as effectively, 
if not better. 
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FUNDAMENTALS OF THE EDUCATIONAL 
PROCESS 

I • The Art of Education* 

THE art of education is one in which every person is 
compelled whether he will or not to take an interest, be- 
cause it so intimately concerns his own conduct, A per- 
son may begin with a narrow interest, one that cares only 
about, say, the education of his own children or of mem- 
bers of his own profession. But he does not go far before 
he is forced to note that he is building on a sandy founda- 
tion because of deficiencies due to earlier education. Pro- 
fessional education has its results limited and twisted be- 
cause of the general state of education. Surveying that, it 
appears that its improvement cannot be made secure 
merely by better training of teachers. Parents, school of- 
ficials, taxpayers have the last word, and the character of 
that word is dependent upon their education. They may 
and do block or deflect the best laid plans. That is tte 
circle in which education moves. Those who received edu- 
cation are those who give it; habits already engendered 
deeply influence its course. It is as if no one could be edu- 
cated in the full sense until everyone is devel(^)ed beyond 
the reach of prejudice, stupidity and apathy. 

There is no possibility of complete escape from thfis 
circle. Education returns upon itself in such a multitude 

’^From *'Body and Mindi” published in BuOetin a/ tifta If.. F. 
Academy of vol. IV, pp. 17-19. 

6bS 
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of wa)rs as to render out of the question any short cut 
solution. It is a matter of accelerating momentum in the 
right direction, and of increasing the effective energy of 
the factors that make for removing obstacles. Chief among 
these obstacles are the practices which are associated with 
the traditional separation of mind and body and the con- 
sequent neglect of informed and intell^ent action as the 
aim of all educational development. The division has af- 
fected every subject of study, every method of instruction 
and discipline. More than an3rthing else it explains the 
separation of theory and practice, of thought and action. 
The result is a so-called cultural education which tends to 
be academic and pedantic, in any case aloof from the 
concerns of life, and an industrial and manual education 
which at best gives command of tools and means without 
intelligent grasp of purposes and ends. 

The consequences of this divided education are writ 
large in the state of our civilization. The physician meets 
them in a wide range of induced disorders, to say nothing 
of waste ^d incapacitation. The walls which mark the 
separation are beginning to crack, although they are far 
from crumbling. From all sides the artificiality of isolation 
from one another of mind and body are commencing to 
be seen. There is at least the beginning of cooperation be- 
tween those who are traditionally occupied with the con- 
cerns of mind and those busy with the affairs of the body. 

The planning of any good school building is an illus- 
trative symbol. Architect, engineer, hygienist, teacher and 
public official may joiri forces. But there are still tnany 
who should have a say, like the psychologist, who arc left 
out, and such cooperation as there is lacks balance. It 
would be interesting, for example, to know what physicians 
Would say of the wisdom of the herding together of thou- 
sands of children in our gigantic buildmgs with the cn- 
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forced need of dealing with children en masse and the inr 
stitution of lockstep methods — ^wonld say if they were 
consulted and if they thou^t their voice would be heeded. 

The growing interest in pre-school education, nursery 
schools and parental education, the development of medi- 
cal Inspection, the impact of social hygiene, the institution 
of school visitors and the use of schools as sodal centers 
are other evidences that the isolation of schools from life 
is beginning to give way because of cooperative action. 
But not even the most optimistic would hold that we have 
advanced beyond the outer breastworks. The forces are 
still powerful that make for centrifugal and divisive edu- 
cation. And the chief of these is, let it be repeated, the 
separation of mind and body which is incarnated in re- 
ligion, morals and business as well as in science and phi- 
losophy. The full realization of the integration of mind 
and body in action waits upon the reunion of philosophy 
and science in art, above all in the supreme art, the art of 
education. 

t 

II Learning and Doing'*' 

There is nothing new or striking in the conception ol 
activity as an important educational principle. In the form 
of the idea of ''self-activity’’ in particular, it has long been 
a name for the ultimate educational ideal. But activity 
has often been interpreted in too formal and too internal 
a sense, and hence has remained a barren ideal without in- 
fluence on practice; sometimes it becomes a mere {flirase, 
receiving the homage of the lips only. 

To make the idea of activity effective, we must take it 
broadly enough to cover all the doings that involve growth 
of power— ^pedally of power to realize the memmg of 
Nhat is done* This excludes actirm done under external 

^ Froai JtnkKmi mi Effort ht Education, pp. e5-a4. 
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cof&sttaint or dictation, for this has no significance for the 
mind of him who performs it. It excludes also mere ran- 
dom reaction to an excitation that is finished when the mo- 
mentary act has ceased — ^which does not, in other words 
carry the person acting into future broader fields. It also 
excludes action so habitual that it has become routine nr 
mechanical. Unfortunately action from external con'- 
straint, for mere love of excitement and from mechanical 
force of habit are so commMi that these exceptions cover 
much ground. But the ground lying within these excepted 
fields is the ground where an educative process is not go- 
ing on. 

The kinds of activity remaining as true educative in- 
terests vary indefinitely with age, with individual native 
endowments, with prior experience, with social opportuni- 
ties. It is out of the question to try to catalogue ^em. But 
we may discriminate some of their more general aspects. 
Since one of the main reasons for taking self-activity in a 
formal sense was ignoring the importance of the body and 
of bodily instinct, we may well begin with interest in ac- 
tivity in this most direct and literal sense. 

I. It is an old story that the human young have to Uwm 
most of the things that the young of other animals do in- 
stinctiv^ or else with a slight amount of trying. Reflec- 
tion on this fact shows that in learning these things hu- 
man offering are brought to the need of learning other 
things, and also to acquiring a habit of learning— a love 
(Of learning. While these considerations are fairly familiar, 
we often overlodc their bearing upon the fact of physical 
ad;iviti^. It follows from them at once that in so far as a 
lAySital activity has to be learned, it is not merely jdiysi- 
cd, but fa mental, intellectual, in quality. The first prdb- 
lem set the human young fa learning to use the organs of 
sense— the qre, ear, touch, etc.—* and of miovemefit->^^lhir 
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muwte — in connection with one another. Of course, some 
of the mastery achieved does not involve much mental ez- 
pmimentation, but is due to the riy>ening of physiological 
cmuiections. But nevertheless there is a genuinely intel' 
lectual factor when the child learns that one kind of eye* 
activity means a certain kind of moving of the arm, cla^ 
ing of the fingers, etc., and that this in turn entails a 
■certain kind of exploring with the fingers, resulting in ex- 
perience of smoothness, etc. In such cases, there is not 
simply an acquisition of a new physical capacity; there is 
also learning in the mental sense; something has been 
found out. The rapidity of mental deveicqpment in the first 
year and a half of infancy, the whcde-hearted intentness 
and absorption of the growing baby in his activities, the 
Joy that accompanies his increase of ability to control his 
movements — ^all of these things are object-lessons, writ 
large, as to the intdlectual significance of acticms that (ex- 
ternally judged) are {diysical. 

This period of growth occurs, of course, before children 
go to sdcwl; at least before they go to anything called 
school. But the amount and the mode of learning in this 
sdiool of action is most significant in revealing the im- 
portance of types occupation within the school in- 
volving the exercise of senses and movement. One of the 
reasons for the slight advance nuuite in putting in practice 
the doctrine of self-activity (with its re«nnm<mdation of 
maital initiative and intdlectual sdf-reliam^, and its at- 
tacks upon the idea of pouring in and pasave idtsorptioa) 
is precisely that it was supposed that self-acUvity could be 
■secured purdy internally, without the coi^peration of 
bodily action through play, constructi(« of Ejects, and 
manipidRtioa of naterials mid tools. Chdy untb children' 
havi^ qieciallaod Intdkctual aMhies is it poa^le to 
secure inental activity withmtt participation of the cagans 
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of sense and the muscles. Yet how much of elementary 
schoding has consisted in the imposition of forms of disci- 
pline intended to repress all activity of the body! Under 
such a regime it is not surprising that children are found 
to be luturally averse to learning, or that intellectual ac- 
tivity is found to be so foreign to their nature that they 
have to be coerced or cunningly coaxed to engage in it I So 
educators blamed the children or the perverseness of hu- 
man nature, instead of attacking the conditions which, by 
divorcing learning from use of the natural organs of ac- 
tion, made learning both difficult and onerous, 

2. In this discussion of physical activity I have had in 
mind for the most part that of the organs of the body, es- 
pedally the hands, as employed directly with simple ma- 
terials, Of at most such simple appliances as a pencil, a 
brush, etc. A higher form of activity involving the sen- 
sorimotor apparatus of the body is found when the control 
over external objects is achieved by means of tools of 
some sort, or by the application of one material to another. 
The ^ of a saw, a gimlet, a plane, of modeling-sticks, 
etc., illustrate the intervention of tools. The use of a 
thre^ in sewing, the application of heat and moisture in 
cooking or other simple experimentations, illustrate the 
use of one thing (or mode of energy) to bring about a 
chanp in another thing. There is, of course, no sharp dis- 
tinction, ei^er in practice or in principle, between this 
form of activity and the more direct kind just 
The organs of the body— especially the hands— may be 
regarded as a kind of tools whose use is to be learned by 
tiyfaig and thinking. Tools may be regarded as a sort of 
extenaon of the bodily organs. But the growing use of the 
Istter opens a new line of development so important in its 
consequmcSs that it is worth while to give it distinctive 
recognitimi. It is the discovery and use cf extrcMtrgosiic 
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tods which have made possible, both in the history of the 
race and of the individual, complicated activities of a long 
duration — that is, with results that are long postponed. 
And it is this prolongation and postponement which re- 
quires an increasing use of intelligence. The use of tools 
and appliances (in the broad sense) also demands a 
greater degree of technical skill than does mastery of the 
use of the natural organs — or rather, it involves the prob- 
lem of a progressively more complicated use of the latter 
— and hence .stimulates a new line of development. 

There seems to be no better name for the acts of using 
intermediate means, or appliances, to reach ends than 
work. When employed in this way, however, work must be 
distinguished from labor and from toil and drudgery. 
Labor means a form of work in which the direct result 
accomplished is of value only as a means of exchange for 
something else. It is an economic term, being applied to 
that form of work where the product is paid for, and the 
money paid is used for objects of more direct values. Toil 
implies unusual arduousness in a task, involving fatigue. 
Drudgery is an activity which in itself is quite disagree- 
able, performed under the constraint of some quite ex- 
traneous need. Play and work cannot, therefore, be dis- 
tinguished from one another according to the presence or 
absence of direct interest in what is doing. A child en- 
gaged in making something with tools, say, a boat, may 
be just as immediately interested in what he is doing as if 
^ he were sailing the boat. He is not doing what he does for 
the mere sake of an external result— thfe boat— nor for the 
mare sake of sailing it later. The thought of the fini^ied 
product and of the use to ^ich it is to be put may come 
to his mind, but so as to enhance his immediate activity of 
construction. In this case, his interest is free. He has a 
play-motive; his activity is e^ntially artistic in principle. 
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diS^ntiates it from more spontaneous play is aa 
quality; a remoter end in time serves to sugf* 
^est and regulate a series of acts« Not to introduce an ele* 
rnent of work in this seme when the chfld is ready for it is 
simply arbitrarily to arrest his development, and to fwce 
his activities to a level of sense-excitetion after he is pre- 
pared to act upon the basis of an idea. A mode of activity 
that was quite normal in its own period becomes disinte- 
grating when persisted in after a person is ripe for an ac- 
tivity involving more thought. We must also remember 
that the diange from an activity with an end near by to 
one with an end farther off does not come all at once, nor 
at the same time with respect to all things. A child may be 
ready for occupation with tools like scissors, paint and 
brush, for setting a table, cooking, etc., while with respiect 
to other activities he is still unable to plan and arrange 
ahead. Thus there is no ground for the assumption that 
children of kindergarten age are capable only of make- 
believe play, while children of the primary grades should 
be held to all work and no play. Only the false idea about 
symbolism leads to the former conclusion; and only a false 
identification of interest and play with trivial amusement 
leads to the latter conclusion. It has been said that man 
fa man only as he plays; to say this involves some phangA 
from the meaning in which play has just been used. But in 
the broader sense of whole-hearted identification with 
what one fa doing— in the sense of completeness of in- 
texBst, it fa so true that it should be a trui^h. 

Work in the seme in which it has been defined covers 
all activities involving the use of intervening matAri> | y ^ ap, 
pliances, and forms of skill conscioudy used in achieving 
r^ults. It covers all forms of expression and ctmstructkm 
mth tools and materials, all forms of artistic and 
activity so far as thgr involve the consdons or thnughffai 
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endeavor to achieve an end. lliey include, that is, |uiint- 
ing, drawing, day modeling, singing so far as there is any 
consdous attention to means— to the technique of exe- 
cution. They ccnnprehend the various forms of manual 
training, work with wood, metal, textiles, cooking, sew- 
ing, etc., so far as these involve an idea of the result to be 
accmnplished (instead of working from dictation or an 
external model whidi does away with the need fw 
thought). They cover also the manual side of sdentific 
inquiry, the collection of materials for study, the manage- 
ment of apparatus, the sequence of acts required in car- 
rying on and in recording experiments. 

3 . So far as this latter interest — the interest in discovery 
or in finding out what happens under given ciraunstances 
— gains in importance, there develcps a third ty^ of in- 
terest — the distinctively intellectual interest. Our wording 
should be carefully noted. The intellectual interest is not a 
new thing, now showing itself for the first time. Our dis- 
cussion of the development of the so-called physical ao 
tivities of a baby, and of the constructive work of children, 
youth, and adults has been intended to show that intelli- 
gence, in the form of clear perception of the result of an 
activity and search for and adaptation of means, should 
be an integral part of such activitia. But it is possible for 
this intellectual interest to be subordinate, to be subsidi- 
ary, to the accomplishment of a process. But it is also 
possible for it to become a dominating interest, so that in- 
stead of thinking things out and discovering them for the 
sake of the successful achievemrat of. an activity, we in- 
stitute the activity for the sake of finding out something. 
Then the distinctively intellectual, or theoretical, interest 
shows itself. 

As there is no shaip line of div^cm in theoiy, so there 
is ntme in practice. I^atming al:^, taking notice of Svhst 



the educational PHOtESS 

liappens, relating this to what is attempted, are parts a! 
all intelligent or purposive activities. It is the business of 
educators to see that the conditions of expression of the 
practical interests are such as to encourage the developing 
of these intellectual phases of an activity, and thereby 
evoke a gradual transition to the theoretical type. It is a 
commonplace that the fundamental principle of science is 
connected with the relation of cause and effect. Interest 
in this relation begins on the practical side. Some effect is 
aimed at, is desired and worked for, and attention is given 
to the conditions for producing it. At first the interest in 
the achievement of the end predominates; but in the de- 
gree in which this interest is bound up with thought jid ef- 
fort, interest in the end or effect is of necessity transferred 
to the interest in the means — the causes — which bring it 
about. Where work with tools, gardening, cooking, etc., is 
intelligently carried on, it is comparatively a simple mat- 
ter to secure a transfer of interest from the practical side 
to experimentation for the sake of discovery. When any 
one becomes interested in a problem as a problem and in 
inquiry and learning for the sake of solving the problem, 
interest is distinctively intellectual. 

in • The Training of Thinking* 

Teaching may be compared to selling commodities. No 
one can sell unless someone buys. We should ridicule a 
merchant who said that he had sold a great many goods 
although no one had bought any. But perhaps there are 
teachers who think that they have done a good day’s 
teaching irrespective of what pupils have learned. There is 
the same exact equation between teaching and learning 
that there is between selling and bu3dng. The only way td 

^From How We Thifik (revised edition), pp. 35-57. Repiinted 
by special permission of B. C. Heath and Co. 
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increase the learning of piipils is to augment tl^ quantity 
and quality of real teaching. Since learning is something 
that the [»ipO has to do himself and for himself, the initi- 
ative lies with the learner. The teacher is a guide and di- 
rects; he steers the boat, but the energy that prqpels it 
must come from those who are learning. The more a 
teacher is aware of the past experiences of students, of 
their hopes, desires, chief interests, the better will he un- 
derstand the forces at work that need to be directed and 
utilized for the formation of reflective habits. 

All our sense and motor organs are, when we are awake, 
acting and being acted upon by something in the environ- 
ment. With adults many of these contacts have been 
made; grown-ups permit themselves to become stale; they 
fall into ruts of experience and are contented with what 
happens in these ruts. To children the whole world is new; 
there is something thrilling to the healthy being in every 
new contact and it is eagerly sought far, not merdy pas- 
sively awaited and endured. There is no angle faculty 
called “curiosity”; evny normal organ of sense and of 
motor activity is on the gui vive. It wants a chance to be 
active, and it needs some object in order to act. The sum 
total of these outgoing tendencies constitutes curiosity. It 
is the basic factmr in enlargement of experience and there- 
fore a prime ingredient in the germs that are to be devd- 
qied into reflective thinking. 

In the main, fw most po'sons, the primary resource in 
the devdc^nnent of orderly habits of thought is indirect, 
not direct. Intellectual organization or^nates and for a 
time grows as an accompaniment of the orgaiuzaticm of 
the means required to realize an nod, not as tire result of a 
dbrect ai^teal to thiiddng power. The need of thinking to 
aceomi^sh smnething beymd thinking is mote potent 
than thinking for its own sake. AQ people id the outset, 
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md iht majority of people probably all their lives^ attain 
to some ordering of thought through ord^ing of action. 
Adults normally carry on some occupation, profession, 
pursuit; and this furnishes the stabilizing axis about which 
thdr knowledge, their beliefs, and their habits of reaching 
and testing conclusions are organized. Observaticms that 
have to do with the efficient performance of their calling 
are extended and rendered precise. Information related to 
it is not merely amassed and then left in a heap; it is 
classified and subdivided so as to be available as needed. 
Inferences are made by most men not from purely specu- 
lative motives, but because they are necessary for the ef- 
ficient performance of the duties involved in their several 
callings. Thus their inferences are constantly tested by re- 
sults achieved; futile and scattering methods tend to be 
discounted; orderly arrangements have a premium, put 
upon them. The event, the issue, stands as a constant 
check on the thinking that has led up to it; and this dis- 
cipline by efficiency in action is the chief sanction, in prac- 
tically all who are not scientific specialists, of orderliness 
of thought— provided always that action remains intelli- 
gent and does not become routine. 

Such a resource — ^the main prop of disciplined thinking 
in adult life — is not to be despised hi training the young in 
right intellectual habits.* From an early age, children have 
to select acts and objects as means for reaching ends. With 
selection go arrangement and adaptation. These operations 
demand judgft^t. Suitable conditions woIBe unconsciously 
to build up an attitude faVCH'able to reflective operations. 
Th^ are, however, profound difference between the fm- 
ffiathre and the adult with respect to the organized dihr- 
acter^ of their activities— differ^es that must bO t^n 
serioudy into accotfet in any educatiiohal use of actMties: 

^ external adiiiivetnlmt lilting a 
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more urgent necessity with the adult, and hence is with 
him a more effective means of disciplining the mind than 
with the child; (2) the ends of adult activity are more 
specialized than those of child activity. 

The selection and arrangement of appropriate lines of. 
action are a much more difficult problem with youth than 
they are in the case of adults. This very difficulty, however, 
points to the fact that the opportunity jor selecting truly 
educative activities is indefinitely greater in child life than 
in adult. The factor of external pressure is so strong with 
most adults that the educative value of the pursuit — its 
reflex influence upon intelligence and character — ^however 
genuine, is incidental, and frequently almost accidental. 
The problem and the opportunity with the young are selec- 
tion of orderly and continuous modes of occupation, 
which, while they lead up to and prepare for the indis- 
pensable activities of adult life, have their own sufficient 
justification in their present reflex influence upon the 
formation of habits of thoughts 

There is no single and uniform power of thought, but a 
multitude of different ways in which specific things — 
things observed, remembered, heard of, read about— evoke 
suggestions or ideas that are pertinent to a problem or 
question and that carry the mind forward to a justifiable 
conclusion. Training is that development of curiosity, sug- 
gestion, and habits of exploring and testing, which in- 
creases sensitiveness to questions and love of inquiry into 
the puzzling and unknown; which enhances the fitness of 
suggestions that spring up in the mind, and controls their 
succession in a developing and cumulative order; which 
makes more acute the sense of the force, the prpvmg 
power, of every fact observed qnjd suggestion employed. 
Hiinkiug is not a separate mental process; It is an affair of 
the way in which the vast multitude of objects that are 
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observed and suggested are emplo^lld^ way they run 
together and are made to run together, the way they are 
handled. Consequently any subject, topic, question, is in- 
tellectual not per se but because of the part it is made to 
play in directing thought in the life of any particular per- 
son. 

For these reasons, the problem of method in forming 
habits of reflective thought is the problem of establishing 
conditions that will aroiise and guide curiosity; of setting 
up the connections in things experienced that will on later 
occasions prbmote the flow of suggestions, create problems 
and purposes that will favor consecutiveness in the succes- 
sion of ideas. An illustration or two drawn from failure to 
secure proper conditions will indicate more clearly what 
is meant. Children are hushed up when they ask ques- 
tions; their exploring and investigating activities are in- 
convenient and hence they are treated like nuisances; 
pupils are taught to memorize things so that merely one- 
track verbal associations are set up instead of varied and 
flexible connections with things themselves; no plans and 
projects are provided that compel the student to look 
ahead and foresee and in the execution of which the ac- 
complishment of one thing sets up new questions and sug- 
gests new undertakings. The teacher may devise special 
exercises intended to train thinking directly, but when 
these wrong conditions exist, special exercises are doomed 
to be futile. The training of thought can be attained only 
by regulating the causes that evoke and guide it. 

With respect to the training of habits of thought, the 
teadier’s problem is thus twofold. On the one side, he 
needs to be a student of individual traits and habits; on 
the other side, he needs to be a student of the conditions 
that modify for better or worse the directions in which in- 
dividual powers habitually express themselves. He needs 
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to recognize th|t melbod covers not only what he inten- 
tionally devises and employs for the purpose of m^tal 
training, but also what he does without any conscious ref*- 
erence to it — ^anything in the atmosphere and conduct of 
the school that reacts in any way upon the curiosity, the 
responsiveness, and the orderly activity of children. The 
teacher who is an intelligent student both of individual 
mental operations and of the effects of school conditions 
upon those operations can largely be trusted to select for 
himself methods of instruction in their narrower and more 
technical sense — those best adapted to achieve results in 
particular subjects, such as reading, geography, or alge^ 
bra. In the hands of one who is not intelligently aware of 
individual capacities and of the influence unconsciously 
exerted upon them by the entire environment, even the 
best of technical methods are likely to get an immediate 
result at the expense of forming deep-seated ind persistent 
bad habits. 

IV • Individuality and Freedom* 

The history of schools not only in art but in all lines 
shows a swing of the pendulum between extremes, though 
it must be admitted that the simile of the pendulum is not 
a good one, for the schools remain most of them, most of 
the time, near one extreme, instead of swinging periodi- 
cally and evenly between the two. An3^ay, the two ex- 
tremes are external imposition and dictation and 'Tree 
expression.” Revolt from the costly, nerve-taxing and 
inadequate results of mechanical control from without 
creates an enthusiasm for spontaneity and “development 
from within,” as it is often phrased. It is found that diil- 
dren at first are then much happier in their work — ^but 
gradually tend to become listless and finally bored, while 

■^From Joitmal of the Barnes Foundation, vol. 11, pp. t-6. 
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there is an absence of cumulative,*^ progressive develoj^ 
ment of power and of actual achievements in results. Then 
the pendulum swings back to regulation by the ideas, 
rules, and orders of some one else, who being maturer, bet- 
ter informed and more experienced is suj^sed to know 
what should be done and how to do it. 

The metapbcH- of the pendulum is faulty in another re- 
spect. It seems to suggest that the solution lies in finding 
a mid-point between the two extremes which would be at 
rest. But what is really wanted is a change in the direction 
of movement. As a general proposition no one would deny 
that personal mental growth is furthered in any branch of 
human undertaking by contact with the accumulated and 
sifted experience of others in that line. No one would seri- 
ously propose that all future carpenters should be trained 
by actually starting with a clean sheet, wiping out every- 
thing that the past has discovered about mechanics, about 
tools and their uses and so on. It would not be thought 
likely that this knowledge would “cramp their style,” limit 
their individuality, etc. But neither, on the otiier hand, 
have carpenters been formed by the methods often used in 
manual training shops where dinky tasks of a minute and 
technical nature are set, wholly independent of really mak- 
ing anythmg, having only specialized skill as their aim. 
As a rule carpenters are educated in their calling by wcffk- 
ing with others who have experience and skill, sharing in 
the simpler portions of the real undertakings, assisting in 
wa3m v^ch enable them to observe methods and to see 
what results they are ad^ted to accomplish. 

Such learning is controlled by two great principles: one 
is participation in something inherentiy worth while, or 
undert^im mi its own account; the other is perception of 
the relation of means to consequences. When these two 
conditions are met^ a third conatkcation usuaHy follows 
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AS a matter of course. Having had an experience of the 
meaning of certain technical processes and forms of skill 
there develops an interest in skill and ‘^technique”: the 
meaning of the result is ‘‘transfeil’ed” to the means of its 
attainment. Bpys interested in base-ball as a gmne thus 
submit themselves voluntarily to continued practice in 
throwing, catching, batting, the separate elements of the 
game. Or boys who get interested in the game of marbles 
will practice to increase their skill in shooting and bitting. 
Just imagine, however, what would happen if they set 
these exercises as tasks in school, with no prior activity in 
the games and with no sense of what they were about or 
for, and without any such appeal to the social, or par- 
ticipating impulses, as takes place in games! 

If we generalize from such a commonplace case as the 
education of artisans through their work, we may say that 
the customs, methods and working standards of the calling 
constitute a ^'tradition,” and that initiation into the tradi- 
tion is the means by which the powers of learners are re- 
leased and directed. But we should also have to say that 
the urge or need of an individual to join in an undertaking 
is a necessary prerequisite of the tradition’s being a factor 
in his personal growth in power and freedom; and also 
that he has to see on his own behalf and in his own way 
the relations between means and methods employed and 
results achieved. Nobody el^ can see for him, and he can’t 
see just by being ^'told,” although the right idnd of telUng 
may guide his seeing and thus help him see what he needs 
to see. And if he has no impelling desim of his own to be- 
come a carpenter, if his interest in being one is perfunc- 
tory, if it is not an interest in keing a carpenter at all, but 
only in getting a pecuniary reward by doing jobs, the 
traditicM will never of course really enter into and inte- 
grate with his own powers. It will remain, then> a mere set 
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of mechanical and more or less meaningless rules that he 
is obliged to follow if he is to hold his job and draw^his 
pay. 

Supposing, again, that our imaginary pupil works for 
and with a master carpenter who believes in only one kind 
of house with a fixed design, and his aim is not only to 
teach his apprentice to make just that one kind of house, 
but to accept it with all his soul, heart and mind as the 
only kind of house that should ever be built, the very type 
and standard model of all houses. Then it is easy to see 
that limitation of personal powers will surely result, not 
merely, moreover, limitation of technical skill but, what is 
more important, of his powers of observation, imagina- 
tion, judgment, and even his emotions, since his apprecia- 
tions will be warped to conform to the one preferred style. 
The imaginary case illustrates what often happens when 
we pass from the education of artisans to that of artists. 
As a rule a carpenter has to keep more or less open; he is 
exposed to many demands and must be flexible enough to 
meet them. He is in no position to set up a final authority 
about ends and models and standards, no matter how ex- 
pert he may be in methods and means. But an architect in 
4istinction from a builder is likely to be an ^^authority’’; 
he can dictate and lay down what is right and wrong, and 
thus prescribe certmn ends and proscribe others. Here is a 
case where tradition is not enhancing and liberating, but 
is restrictive and enslaving. If he has pupils, he is a 
‘‘master” and not an advanced fellow worker; his students 
are disciples rather than learners. Tradition is no longer 
tradition but a fixed and absolute convention. 

In short, the practical difficulty does not reside in any 
antagonism of methods and rules and results worked out 
in past experience to individuai desire, capacity and free- 
dom. It Iks rather in the hard and narrow and, ive may 
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truly say, uneducated habits and attitudes of teachers who 
set up as authorities, as nders and judges in Israel. As a 
matter of course they know that as bare individuals they 
are not ^^authorities” and will not be accepted by others 
as such. So they clothe themselves with some tradition as 
a mantle, and henceforth it is not just “I” who speaks, but 
some Lord speaks through me. The teacher then offers 
himself as the organ of the voice of a whole school, of a 
finished classic tradition, and arrogates to himself the pres- 
tige that comes from what he is the spokesman for., Sup- 
pression of the emotional and intellectual integrity of 
pupils is the result; their freedom is repressed and the 
growth of their own personalities stunted. But it is not be- 
cause of any opposition between the wisdom and skill of 
the past and the individual capacities of learners; the 
trouble lies in the habits, standards and ideas of the 
teacher. It is analogous to another case. There is no in- 
herent opposition between theory and practice; the former 
enlarges, releases and gives significance to the latter; while 
practice supplies theory with its materials and with the 
test and check which keep it sincere and vital. But there 
is a whole lot of opposition between human beings who set 
themselves up as practical and those who set themselves 
up as theorists, an irresolvable conflict because both have 
put themselves into a wrong position. 

This suggests that the proponents of freedom ate in a 
false position as well as the would-be masters and dicta- 
tors. There is a present tendency in so-called advanced 
schools of educational thought to say, in effect, let us sur- 
round pupils with certain materials, tools, appliances, etc., 
and then let pupils respond to these thmgs according to 
thdr own desires. Above all let us not suggest any end or 
plan to the studoits; let us not suggest to them what they 
shall do, for that is an unwarranted trespass upon their 
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sacred intellectual IncUvidtiality since the essence of kidi 
individuality is to set up ends and aims. 

Now such a method is really stupid. For it attempts tbej 
impossible, which is always stupid; and it misconceives the\ 
conditions of independent thinking. There are a multitude ' 
of ways of reacting to surrounding conditions, and without 
some guidance from experience these reactions are almost 
sure to be casual, sj>oradic and ultimately fatiguing, ac- 
companied by nervous strain. Since the teadier has pre- 
sumably a greater background of experience, there is the 
same presumption of the right of a teacher to make sug- 
gestions as to what to do, as there is on the part of the 
head carpenter to suggest to apprentices something of 
what they are to do. Moreover, the theory literally carried 
out would be obliged to banish all artificial materials, tools 
and appliances. Being the product of the skill, thought and 
matured experience of others, they would also, by the 
theory, ^^nterfere” with personal freedom. 

Moreover, when the child proposes or suggests what to 
do, sohie consequence to be attained, whence is the sug- 
gestion supposed to spring from? There is no spontaneous 
.germination in the mental life. If he does not get the sug- 
gestion frdm the teacher, he gets it from somebody or 
something in the home or the street or from what some 
more vigorous fellow pupil is doing. Hence the changes are 
great of its being a passing and superhcial suggestion, 
without miich depth and range — ^in other words, not spe- 
duilly conducive to the developing of freedom. If the 
teacher is really a teacher, and not just^a Imaster or 
“authority,” he should know enough about his pupils, their 
needs, experiences, degrees of skill and knowledge et^;, to 
be able (not to dictate aims and plans) to share in a 
cussion ' tegmding what is to be done andJt)e is free^^o 
make suggestions ak any one else. (The im|>Hcatioh;<tikt 
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the teacher is the one and only person who has no ‘%di- 
viduality'^ or “freedom’^ to ‘^express” would be funny if it 
were not otten so sad in its outworkings*) And his contri- 
bution, given the conditions stated, will presumably do 
more to getting something started which will really secure 
and increase the development of strictly individual capaci- 
ties than will suggestions springing from uncontrolled 
haphazard sources. 

The point is also worth dwelling upon that the method 
of leaving the response entirely to pupils, the teacher sup- 
plying, in the language of the day, only the “stimuli/^ mis- 
conceives the nature of thinking. Any so-called “end” of 
“aim” or “project” which the average immature person 
can suggest in advance is likely to be highly vague and un- 
formed, a mere outline sketch, not a suggestion of a defi- 
nite result or consequence but rather a gesture which 
roughly indicates a field within which activities might be 
carried on. It hardly represents thought at all: it is a sug- 
gestion. The real intellectual shaping of the ^'end” or pur- 
pose comes during and because of the operations subse- 
quently performed. This is as true of the suggestion which 
proceeds from the teacher as of those which “spontane- 
ously” spring from the pupils, so that the former does not 
restrict thought. The advantage on the side of the teacher 
— if he or she has any business to be in that position — ^is 
the greater probability that it will be a suggestion whidi 
will permit and require thought in the subsequent activity 
which builds up a dear and organized conception of an 
end. There is no more fatal flaw in psychology than that 
which ta^es the original vague fote^feding of s<Mne conse- 
quence to be realized as the equivalent of a thought of an 
end, a true purpose and directive platn Ihe thought of an 
end h strictly eorrdativp to perception of mems and 
methods. Only when and as the latter becomes dear dur- 
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ii^' the serial [vocess of execution do the project and 
guiding aim and plan become evident and articulated. In | 
the fuU sense of the irord, a person becomes aware of what I 
he wants to do and what he is about only vdien the woric is < 
actually complete. 

The adjective “serial” is important in connection with 
the process of performance or execution. Each step for- 
ward, each “means” used, is a partial attainment of an 
“end.” It makes clearer the character of that end, and 
hence suggests to an observing mind the next step to be 
taken, or the means and methods to be next employed. 
Originality and independence of thinking are therefore 
connected with the intervening process of execution rather 
than with the source of the initial suggestion. Indeed, gen- 
uinely fruitful and original suggestions are themselves 
usually the results of experience in the carrying out of 
undertakings. The “end” is not, in other words, an end or 
finality in the literal sense, but is in turn the starting-point 
of new desires, aims and plans. By means of the process 
the mind gets power to make suggestions which are signifi- 
cant. There is now a past experience from which they can 
^ring with an increased probabifity of their being worth- 
while and articulate. 

It goes without saying that a teacher may interfere and 
impose alien standards and methods during the operation. 
But as we have previously seen, this is not b^use of 
bringing toHl)ew the results of previous experioice, but be- 
cause the habits of the teacher are so nmrrow and fixed, 
his imagixuiticm and sympathies so limited, his own intel- 
lectual horizon so bounds, that he brings them to bear in 
a wrong way. The fuller and richer the experience of the 
teacher, the more adequate his own knowledge of “tradi- 
tums” the more likdy is he, given the attitude of partid- 
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pator instead of that of master, to use them in a liberating 
way. 

Freedom or individuality, in short, is not an original 
^ possession or gift. It is something to be achieved, to be 
wrought out. Suggestions as to things which may ad- 
vantageously be taken, as to skill, as to methods of opera- 
tion, are indispensable conditions of 'its achievement. 
These by the nature of the case must come from a S5an- 
pathetic and discriminating knowledge of what has been 
done in the past and how it has been done. 

V • The Continuity of the Educational Process’*" 

Education is a constant reorganizing or reconstructing 
of experience. It has all the time an immediate end, and 
so far as activity is educative, it reaches that end — the di- 
rect transformation of the quality of experience. Infancy, 
youth, adult life — ^all stand on the same educative level 
in the sense that what is really learned at any and every 
stage of experience constitutes the value of that experi- 
ence, and in the sense that it is the chief business of life at 
every point to make living thus contribute to an enridb- 
ment of its own perceptible meaning.f 

The educative process is all one with the moral process, 
since the latter is a continuous passage of experience from 
worse to better. Education has been traditionally thought 
of as preparation: as learning, acquiring certain things 
because they will later be useful. The end is remote, and 
education is^ getting ready, is a preliminary to something 
more important to happen later on. Childhood is only a 
preparation for adult life, and adult life for another life. 

♦ From Reconstruction in Philosopky, pp. 183-186. 

t From Defnocracy and EducOUon^ p. 89. By permission of The 
Macmillan Company, publbhen. 
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Always the future, Dot the present, has been the s^ificant 
thing in education: acquisition of knowledge and skill for 
future use and enjoyment; formation of habits required 
later in life in business, good citizenship and pursuit of 
science. Education is thought of also as something needed\ 
by some human beings merely because of their dependence \ 
upon others. We are bom ignorant, unvnsed, unskilled, ' 
immature, and consequently in a state of social depend- 
ence. Instruction, training, moral discipline are processes 
by which the mature, the adult, gradually raise the help- 
less to the point where they can look out for themselves. 
The business of childhood is to grow into the independence 
of adulthood by means of the guidance of those who have 
already attained it. Thus the process of education as the 
main business of life ends when the young have arrived at 
emancipation from social dependence. 

These two ideas, generally assumed but rmely explicitly 
reasoned out, contravene the conception that growing, or 
the continuous reconstruction of experience, is tlie only 
end. If at whatever period we choose to take a person, he 
is still’in process of growth, then education is not, save as 
a by-product, a preparation for something coming later. 
Getting from the present the degree and kind of growth 
there is in it is education. This is a constant function, in- 
depeq(lent of age. The best thing that can be said about 
any ^dal process of education, like Uiat of the formal 
school period, is that it renders its subject capable of fur- 
ther education : more sensitive to conditions of growth and 
nmre able to take advantage of them. Acquisition of skill, 
possession of knowledge, attainment of culture are -not 
eqds: they are marks of growth and means to its continu- 
ihg. 

The contrast usually assumed betwe^ the period of 
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education as one of social dependence and of maturity as 
one of social independence does hann. We repeat over and 
over that man is a social animal, and then confine the 
significance of this statement to the sphere in which so- 
ciality usually seems least evident, politics. The heart of 
the sociality of man is in education. The idea of educa- 
tion as preparation and of adulthood as a fixed limit of 
growth are two sides of the same obnoxious untruth. If 
the moral business of the adult as well as the young is a 
growing and developing experience, then the instruction 
that comes from social dependencies and interdependen- 
cies is as important for the adult as for the child. Moral 
independence for the adult means arrest of growth, isola- 
tion means induration. We exaggerate the intellectual de- 
pendence of childhood so that children are too much kept 
in leading strings, and then we exaggerate the inde- 
pendence of adult life from intimacy of contacts and com- 
munication with others. 

When the identity of the moral process with the proc- 
esses of specific growth is realized, the more conscious and 
formal education of childhood will be seen to be the most 
economical and efficient means of social advance and re- 
organization, and it will also be evident that the test of all 
the institutions of adult life is theii: effect in furthering 
continued education. Government, business, art, religion, 
all social institutions have a meaning, a purpose. That 
purpose is to set free and to develop the capacities of hu- 
man individuals without respect to race, sex, class or eco^ 
nomic status. And this is all one with saying that the test 
of their value is the extent to which they educate every 
individual into the full stature of his possibility. Democ- 
racy has many meanings, but if it has a motdl meaning, it 
is found in resolving that the supreme test.of all political 
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institutions and industrial arrangemoits shall be the con- 
tribution they make to the all-around growth of every, 
member of society. 



CHAPTER ELEVEN 


SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY OF 
EDUCATION 

I • Education as a Science* 

THE title — The Sources of a Science of Education — 
may suggest to some minds that it begs a prior question; 
Is there a science of education? And still more funda- 
mentally, Can there be a science of education? Are the 
procedures aqd aims of education such that it is possible 
to reduce them to anything properly called a science? 
Similar questions exist in other fields. The issue is not im- 
known in history; it is raised in medicine and law. As far 
as education is concerned, I may confess at once that I 
have put the question in its apparently question-begging 
form in order to avoid discussion of questions that are im- 
portant but that are also full of thorns and attended with 
controversial divisions. 

It is enough for our purposes to note that the word *^sd'. 
ence” has a wide range. 

There are those who would restrict the term to mathe^ 
matics or to disciplines in which exact results can be de- 
termined by rigorous methods of demonstration. Such a 
conception limits even the claims of physics and chemistry 
to be sciences, for according to it the only scientific por- 
tion of these subjects is the strictly mathematical. The 
position of what are ordinarily tamed the biologicsd sd- 

♦From Th 9 Sources of a Science of Education, pp. 7-XS; 28-35. 
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ences is even more dubious, whilfe social subjects and psy- 
cbology would hardly rank as sciences at all, when meas- 
ured by this definition. Clearly we must take the idea of | 
science with some latitude. We must take it with sufficient 
looseness to include all the subjects that are usually re- 
garded as sciences. The important thing is to discover 
those traits in virtue of which various fields are called 
scientific. When we raise the question in this way, we are 
led to put emphasis upon methods of dealing with subject- 
matter rather than to look for uniform objective traits in 
subject-matter. From this point of view, science signifies, 

I take it, the existence of systematic methods of inquiry, 
which, when they are brought to bear on a range of facts, 
enable us to understand them better and to control them 
more intelligently, less haphazardly and with less routine. 

No one would doubt that our practices in hygiene and 
medicine are less casual, less results of a mixture of guess 
work and tradition, than they used to be, nor that this dif- 
ference has been made by development of methods of in- 
vestigating and testing. There is an intellectual technique 
by which discovery and organization of material go on 
cumulatively, and by means of which one inquirer can re- 
peat the researches of another, confirm or discredit them, 
and add still more to the capital stock of knowledge. More- 
over, the methods when they are used tend to perfect 
themselves, to suggest new problems, new investigations, 
vdiidh refine old procedures and create new and better 
ones. 

The question as to the sources of a science of education 
Is, then, to be taken in this sense. What are the ways by 
means of which the function of education in all its 
branches and idiases— Section of material for the cur- 
liculum, methods of instruction and discipline, organiza- 
t|cm and administraticm of schools — can be conducted 
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'iritt^tematic increase of intelUgeht control Md trader- 
stodrag? What are the materials upon which we may— 
Md should— draw in order that educational activities may 
b^e in a less degree prodiifts of routine, tradition, ac- 
cident and transitory accideAtal influences? From what 
sources shall we draw so that there shall be steady and 
cumulative growth of intelligent, cwnmunicable ins^t 
and power of direction? 

Hw is the answer to those who decry pedagogical study 
on fte ground tlmt success in teaching and in moral efr 
ration of pupils is often not in any direct ratio to knond- 
edge of educational principles. Here is “A” who is much 
more succeaful than “B” in teaching, awakening the en- 
thusiMm of his students for learning, inspiring them 
mordly by personal example and contact, and yet rda- 
tively Ignorant of educational history, psychology, ap- 
proved me^ods, etc., whidi “B” possesses in abundant 
measure. The facts are admitted. But what is overloAed 
by the objector is that the successes of such individuals 
tend to be bom and to Jie with them: beneficial conse- 
quences extend only to those pupils who have peisonal 
contact with such gifted tochers. No one can measure the 
vwte and loss that have come from the fact tiiat the ccm- 
tributions of such men and women in the past have been 
thus confined, and the only way by which we can prevent 
such waste in the future is by methods which finable us 
to m^ M analysis of what the gifted teachn do« in- 
tuitively, so that something accruing froin his wofk can be 
communicated to t^ers. Even in the filings conventionalTy 
r^^ized as ki&ces, the insights of unustta! per^ 
femam important and there is no levelling down to a md- 
icm procedure. But the existence of sdence giv« cbm- 
mon efficaiy to the eiqieriences of the genius'; it matros it 
posaiiBle for the results of special power to hei^me part of 
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the vorking equiinnent of other inquirers, instead of per- 
ishing as tbqr arose. 

The individual capacities of the Newtons, Boyles,! 
Joules, Darwins, Lyells, Helmholtzes, are not destrc^ed) 
because of the existence of science; their differences from 
others and the impossibility of predicting on the basis of 
past science what discoveries they would make — ^that is, 
the impossibility of regulating their activities by antece- 
dent sciences — ^persist. But science makes it possible for 
others to benefit systematically by what they achieved. 

The existence of scientific method protects us also from 
a danger that attends the operations of men of unusual 
power; dangers of slavish imitation partisanship, and such 
jealous devotion to them and their work as to get in the 
way of further progress. Anybody can notice today that 
the effect of an original and powerful teacher is not all to 
the good. Those influenced by him often show a one-aded 
interest; they tend to form schools, and to become im- 
pervious to other problems and truths; they incline to 
swear by the words of their master and to go on repeating 
his thoughts after him, and often without the spirit and 
insight that originally made them significant. Observation 
also shows that these results happen oftenest in those sub- 
jects in which sdentific method is least developed. 'Where 
these methods are of longer standing students adopt meth- 
ods rather than merely results, and employ thm with 
ffembflity rather than in literal reprodu^cm. 

This digressicm seems to be justified not merdy because 
those who object to the idea of a science put personality 
and its unique gifts in oppodtion to science, but also b^ 
cause those who reconmend science sometimes urge that 
unifmmity of j^ocedure will be its ccmsequence. So it 
aeons worth, while to dwell on tlx fact that in the sub- 
jects best devdoped from the sdoitific point of view, the 
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opposite is the case. Command of scientific methods and 
systematized subject-matter liberates individuals; it en- 
ables them to see new problems, devise new procedures, 
and, in general, makes for diversification rather than for 
set uniformity. But at the same time these diversifications 
have a cumulative effect in an advance shared by all 
workers in the field. 

That, in concrete operation, education is an art, either 
a mechanical art or a fine art, is unquestionable. If there 
were an opposition between science and art, I should be 
compelled to side with those who assert that education is 
an art. But there is no opposition, although there is a dis- 
tinction. We must not be misled by words. Engineering is, 
in actual practice, an art. But it is an art that progres- 
sively incorporates more and more of science into itself, 
more of mathematics, physics and chemistry. It is the kind 
of art it is predsely because of a content of sdentific sub- 
ject-matter which guides it as a practical operation. There 
is room for the original and daring projects of exceptional 
individuals. But their distinction lies not in the fact that 
they turn their backs upon science, but in the fact that 
they make new integrations of scientific material and 
turn it to new and previously unfamiliar and unforeseen 
uses. When, in education, the psychologist or observer and 
experimentalist in any field reduces his findings to a rule 
which is to be uniformly adopted, then, only, is there a 
result which is objectionable and destructive of the free 
play of education as an art. 

But this happdis not because of sdentific method but 
because of departure from it. It is not the capable engi- 
neer who treats scientific findings as imposing upon him 
a certain course which is to be rigidly adhered to: it is the 
third- or {purth-rate man who adopts this course. Evai 
morei it is the unskilled day laborer who follows it. For 
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even if the practice adopted is one that follows from sci- 
ence and could not have been discovered or employed ex-j 
cept for science, when it is converted into a uniform rule 
of procedure it becomes an empirical rule-of-thumb pro-\ 
cedure — just as a person may use a table of logarithms! 
mec^nically without knowing anything about m^the- \ 
matics. 

The danger is great in the degree in which the attempt 
to develop scientific method is recent. Nobody would deny 
that education is still in a condition of transition from an 
cmpirical^to a scientific status. In its empirical form the 
chief factors determining education are tradition, imita- 
tive reproduction, response to various external pressures 
where the strongest forofe wins out, and the gifts, native 
and acquired, of individual teachers. In this situation there 
is a strong tendency to identify teaching ability with the 
use of procedures that yield immediately successful re- 
sults, success being measured by such things as order in 
the classroom, correct recitations by pupils in assigned 
lessons, passing of examinations, promotion of pupils to a 
higher grade, etc. 

For the most part, these are the standards by which a 
community judges the worth of a teacher. Prospective 
teachers come to training schools, whether in normal 
schools or colleges, with such ideas implitit in their minds. 
They want very largely to find out how to do things with 
the maximum prospect of success. Put baldjy, they want 
recipes. Now, to such persons^ science is of value because 
it puts a stamp of final approval upon this and that spe- 
dfic procedure, It is very easy for science to be regarded 
as h guarantee that goes with the sale of goods rather than 
as a light to the eyes and a lamp to the feet It is prized 
for its prestige vsdue rather than as an organ of personal 
JOLluminaticm and liberation. It is prized because it is 
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thought to give unquestionable authffltidty and authority 
to a specific procedure to lie carried out in the school 
room. So conceived, science is antagonistic to education 
as an art. 

To be able to get away for the time being from en- 
tanglement in the urgencies and needs of immediate prac^ 
tical concerns is a condition of the origin of scientific 
treatment in any field. Preoccupation with attaining some 
direct end or practical utility always limits scientific in- 
quiry. For it restricts the field of attention and thought, 
since we note only those things that are immediately con- 
nected with what we want to do or get at the moment. 
Science signifies that we carry our observations and think- 
ing further afield and become interested in what happens 
on its own account. Theory is in the end, as has been wdl 
said, the most practical of all things, because this widening 
of the range of attention beyond nearby purpose and de- 
sire eventually results in the aeation of wider and farther- 
reaching purposes and enables us to use a much wider and 
deeper range of conditions and means than were expressed 
in^he observation of primitive practical purposes. For the 
time being, however, the formation of theories demands a 
resolute turning aside from the needs of practical opera- 
tions preTOusly performed. 

Thfc detachment is peculiarly hard to secure in the case 
of those persons who are concerned with building up the 
scientific content of educational practices and arts. There 
is a pressure for immediate results, for demonstration of 
a quick, short-tfme span of usefulness in school. There is 
a tendency to convert the results of statistical inquiries 
and laboratory e3q)eriments into directions and rules for 
the conduct of school administration and instructlCh. Ee- 
sults tend to be directly grabbed, as it were, and put iiito 
eperaticm by teai^iers. Then there is not the leisure for 
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that slow and gradual {Independent growth of theories that 
is a necessary Vend® ioh of the formation of a true science. 
This danger is peculiarly imminent in a science of educa- 
tion because its very recentness and ndVelty arouse scep- 
ticism as to its possibility and its value. The human desire 
to prove that the scientific mode of attack is really of 
value brings pressure to convert scientific conclusions into 
^ides and standards of schoolroom practice. 

Laws and facts, even when they are arrived at in genu- 
inely scientific shape, do not 3 deld rtdes of practice. Their 
value for educational practice — and all education is a mode 
of practice, intelligent or accidental and routine — ^is indi- 
rect; it consists in provision of intellectual instrumentali- 
ties to be used by the educator. That is, they direct his at- 
tention, in both observation and reflection, to conditions 
and relationships which would otherwise escape him. If 
we retain the word ^^rule” at all, we must say that scien- 
tific results furnish a rule for the conduct of observations 
and inquiries, not a rule for overt action. They fimction 
not directly with respect to practice and its results, but in- 
directly, through the medium of an altered mental atti- 
tude. 

I knew a teacher in a training school for teachers who 
used to tell his students, ‘^If you find that what I am 
telling you, or what another teacher here tells you, gets in 
the way of your common sense, of your use of your own 
judgment in an actual school situation, forget what you 
have learned and rely upon what your own judgment tells 
you is the best thing to do under the circumstances.” 

1 never understood this saying to mean that the teacher 
thought that personal common-sense judgments and intui- 
tions were the sole and sufficient guides of the teacher, or 
that he r^arded the principles and facts which were 
taught to those in training of no practical value. I im- 
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agine that what he said was a way of stating thlEd 

the value of the science, the history attdf^pjiflosophy of edu- 
cation acquired in the training school, resides in the en- 
lightenment and guidance it supplies to observation and 
judgment of actual situations as they arise. If, in any 
particular case, the students saw no connection between 
what they had learned and the school situation, instead of 
trying to derive a rule from what they had learned they 
should depend upon their judgment as that had been de- 
veloped by theoretical learnings and as these might oper- 
ate unconsciously. In short, it was a way of saying that 
the value of definite instruction with respect to educa- 
tional matters consists in its effect upon the formation of 
personal attitudes of observing and judging. 

The net conclusion of our discussion is that the final 
reality of educational science is not found in books, nor 
in experimental laboratories, nor in the class-rooms where 
it is taught, but in the minds of those engaged in directing 
educational activities. Results may be scientific, short of 
their operative presence in the attitudes and habits of 
observation, judgment and planning of those engaged in 
the educative act. But they are not educational science 
short of this point. They are psychology, sociology, statis- 
tics, or whatever. 

This is the point upon which my whole discussion turns. 
We must distinguish between the sources of educational 
science and scientific content. We are in constant danger 
of confusing the two; we tend Jo suppose that certain re- 
sults, because they are scientific, are already educational 
acience. Enlightenment, clarity and progress can come 
about only as we remember that such results are sources 
to be used, through the medium of the minds of educators, 
to make educational functions more intelligent. 
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II • Sources of a Sciraoe of Education 


A. ON THE BOKROWING OF TECHNIQUES* 

Ed uc ati onal science cannot be constracted simply by 
boiTO(wing the techniques of experiment and measurement 
found in physical science. This could happen only if some 
way had been found by which mental or psychological 
are capable of statement in terms of units of 
space, time, motion, and mass. It is unnecessary to state 
that this condition has not been fulfilled. Nor have we as 
yet any other general hypotheses in the light of which to 
know what we are measuring and by which we can inter- 
pret results, place them in a system and lead on to fruit- 
ful indirect measurements. This principle is practically im- 
portant at the present time. There is a tendency to assume 
that we are getting the material of a science of education 
merely because the techniques of older, better established 
sciences are borrowed and used. 

It is no reproach to a would-be science that in early 
stages it makes experiments and measurements the results 
of which lack generalized significance. A period of groping 
is inevitable. But the lack of an intellectually coherent and 
inclusive system is a positive warning against attributing 
scientific value to results merely because they are reached 
by "T”"” of recognized techniques borrowed from science 
already established and are capable of being stated in 
quantitative formulae. Quantity is not even the funda- 
idea of mathematics. 

B# EDUCATIVE PROCESSES AS A SOURCEf 

The fits! question which comes before us is what are the 
p l i iri> and «de of educative pK)cesses and results in the 
school, family, etc., when th^r are viewed as a sourul 


♦ From The Sowees oj a Science of pp. 

t From The Somet of a Science of EdeieattoH, pp. 3 J- 30 . 
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The answer is (i) that educational fractkei , provide the 
data, the subject-matter, which form the problems of in- 
quiry. They are the sole source of the ultimate problems 
to be investigated. These educational practices are also 
(2) the final test of value of the conclusion of all re- 
searches. To suppose that scientific findings decide the 
vsdue of educational undertaking is to reverse the real 
case. Actual activities in educating test the worth of the 
results of scientific results. They may be »dentific in scmie 
other field, but not in education until they serve educa- 
tional purposes, and whether they really serve or not can 
be found out only in practice. The latter comes first and 
last; it is the beginning and the close: the beginning, be- 
carise it sets the problems which alone give to investiga- 
tions educational point and quality; the dose, because 
practice alone can test, verify, modify and develop the 
conclusions of these investigations. The position of scien- 
tific conclusions is intermediate and auxiliary. 

Two condusions as to the sources of educational science 
are now before us. 

First, educational practices furnish the material t^t 
sets the problems of such a sdence, while sciences already 
developed to a fair state of maturity are the sources from 
which material is derived to deal intellectuaUy with these 
problems. There is no more a spedal independent sdence 
of education than there is of bridge making. Second, mate- 
rial drawn from otAter sciences furnishes the content of ed- 
ucational science when it is focused on the problems that 
arise in education. 

c. GENmuti soxracEs* 

We may fairly enough call educational practice a kii^ 
of soqial engineering, (^ving it diat name at ot^ pr^ 

* From The Sources of a 'Sdence of Bduca tion, ^ 49-4t ; 4^1< 
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yokes notice that as an art it is much moi^ backward than 
branches of physical engineering, like land surveying, 
bridge-building and construction of railways. The reason 
is obvious. After all allowance is made for less systematic 
training for persons who engage in the art of education, 
the outstanding fact is that the sciences which must be 
drawn upon to supply scientific content to the work of the 
practitioner in education are themselves less mature than 
those which fumishllie intellectual content of engineering. 
The human sciences that are sources of the scientific con- 
tent of education — ^biology, psychology and sociology — 
for example, are relatively backward compared with 
mathematics and mechanics. 

This statement is not an innocuous truism, for im- 
portant consequences flow from taking it to heart. In the 
first place, just as the problems arising on the practical 
side in modern industry, for example, have been an im- 
portant factor in stimulating researches in heat, electricity 
and light, so the problems that show themselves in educa- 
tional practice should furnish agencies to direct the hu- 
mane sciences into intellectually fruitful channels. It is 
not practice alone that has suffered from isolation of 
thinkers in the social and psychological disciplines from 
the occurrences taking place in schools. Indifference to the 
latter, a hardly veiled intellectual contempt for them, has 
undoubtedly strengthened the rule of convention, routine 
and accidental opinion in the schools. But it has also de- 
prived the sciences in question of problems that would 
have stimulated significant inquiry and reflection. Much 
of the barrenness and loose speculation in the humane sci- 
ences is directly due to remoteness from the material that 
would stimulate, direct and test thought. Nothing in our 
recent situation is more promidng for scientific develop- 
moit than the fact that the intellectual distance between 
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university and '#ementary school, for ejcample, is lessen- 
ing. 

In the second place, frank recognition of the relative 
* backwardness of the sciences that must form the main 
content of educational science is a protection as well as a 
stimulus. Recognition that genuine growth in educational 
science is dependent upon prior advance in other subjects 
prevents us from entertaining premature and exaggerated 
expectations. It would, if fully recognized, deter workers 
in the field from efforts at premature introduction into 
school practice of materials whose real value lies only in 
the contribution they may make to the further building 
up of scientific content; it would militate against exploita- 
tion of results that are as yet only half-baked. And it 
would impress upon workers in the field of educational 
science the need for thorough equipment in the sciences 
upon which the science of education must draw. 

At this point, the fact that educational practices are a 
source of the problems of educational science rather than 
of its definite material is especially significant. Adequate 
recognition that the source of the really scientific content 
is found in other sciences would compel attempt at mas- 
tery of what they have to offer. With respect to statistical 
theory this lesson has been pretty well learned. Whether it 
has been with respect to other disciplines, or even with re- 
spect to the separate and exclusive application of statistics 
to the solution of educational problems, is open to doubt. 

Finally, recognition of this obvious fact would be a pro- 
tection against attempting to extract from psychology 
and sociology definite solutions which it is beyond their 
present power to give. Such attempts, even when made 
unccmsciously and with laudable intent to render educa- 
tion more scientific, defeat their own purpose and create 
reactions against the very concept of educational science^ 
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learning to 'mdt is one of the important things that sd' 
entific method teaches, aod the extent to which this lesson 
1ms been learned is one fair measure of the rlaitn to a hear- 
ing tm the phrt of workers in the field of education. 

Special cmiditions are required if the material of school 
practices is to be presented to others in such shape as to 
form the data of a problem. It perhaps suffices to refer, 
in illustration of this point, to the great improvement al- 
ready brought in the handling of school reports, both ad- 
ministrative and instructional. Since the value of any piece 
of research is definitely conditioned by the data at com- 
mand, it is almost impossible to put too much emphasis 
upon the importance of records and reports, and of the 
manner in which they are kept, qualitative as well as 
quantitative. 

The value of this material to the investigator in educa- 
tion is almost like that of systematic and cumulative clini- 
cal records for medical science. There is an evident drde 
in this matter. The kind of reports that are asked for and 
secured depend upon the existing state of the science, upon 
the scientific interests that dominate at a particular time. 
They also furnish data for further inquiries and condu- 
sions. Hence the need that they should not be too rapidly 
medianized into a standard ^ed form. There must be 
flexible rocnn for change or else sdentific arrest will come 
from a too rigid fixation of the molds in which data are 
cast. 

Ibis factor of reports and records does not exhaust, by 
any means, the role of practitioners in building up a sden- 
tific content in educational activity. A constant flow of less 
foRuid reports on special school afiairs and results is 
peedi^. Of the various possibilities here I select one fca* 
discusdon. It seems to me that the contributions that 
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mi^t come from classroom teachers aie a comparatively 
neg^ec^d field; or, to change tl^ metaphor, an almost un- 
wcH-ked mine. It is unnecessary to pcwt out the large ex- 
tent to which superintendents and principals have been 
drawn into the work of stud}dng special problems and con- 
tributing material relative to them. It is to be hoped that 
the movement will not cease until all active class-room 
teachers, of whatever grade, are also drawn in. 

There are undoubted obstacles in the way. It is often 
assumed, in effect if not in words, that class-room teach- 
ers have not themselves the training which will enable 
them to give effective intelligent cooperation. The objec- 
tion proves too much, so much so that it is almost fatal to 
the idea of a workable scientific content in educaticm. For 
these teachers are the ones in direct contact with pupils 
and hence the ones through whom the results of scientific 
findings finally reach students, Th^ are the channels 
through which the consequences of educational theory 
come into the lives of those at school. 1 suspect that if 
these teachers are mainly channels of reception and trans- 
mission, the conclusions of science will be badly deflected 
and distorted before they get into the minds of pupils. I 
am inclined to believe that this state of affairs is a diief 
cause for the tendency, earlier alluded to, to cbnvKt sci- 
entific findings into recipes to be followed. The human de- 
sire to be an “authority” and to control toe activities of 
others does not, alas, disappear when a man becomes a 
scientist. 

A statistical study of, say, the reports of the N.^E. A., 
WQifld show toe actual percentage of contributions to ed- 
ucational discussion made by class-room teachers on that 
level. It would perhaps raiM the query whetlmr some of 
toe incapacity, real or alleged, of th^ part of the cotps of 
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educators, the large mass of teachers, is not attributable 
to lack of opportunity and stimulus, rather than to inher- 
ent disqualifications. As far as schools are concerned, it is 
certain that the problems which require scientific treat- 
ment arise in actual relationships with students. Conse- 
quently, it is impossible to see how there can be an ade- 
quate flow of subject-matter to set and control the prob- 
lems investigators deal with, unless there is active partii 
cipation on the part of those directly engaged in teaching. 

If we now turn to the subjects from which are drawn 
the materials that are to be brought to bear upon educa- 
tional problems, we are forced to recognize a fact already 
incidentally noted. There is no subject-matter intrinsically 
marked off, earmarked so to say, as the content of educa- 
tional science. Any methods and any facts and principles 
from any subject whatsoever that enable the problems of 
administration and instruction to be dealt with in a bet- 
tered way are pertinent. Thus, in all that concerns the 
bearing of physical conditions upon the success of school 
work-r-as in the case of ventilation, temperature, etc., 
already mentioned — ^physiology and related sciences are 
sources of scientific content. In other problems, such as 
making budgets, cost-accountings, etc., economic theory is 
drawn upon. It may be doubted whether with reference to 
some aspect or other of education there is any organized 
body of knowledge that may not need to be drawn upon 
to beccane a source of educational science. 

Tliis consideration explains many phenomena in the 
present situation. It accounts for the rapid growth of in- 
terest in the development of scientific content for educa- 
tional practices in so many different lines of activity. We 
have become only recently alive to the ccanplexity of the 
educative i^ocess and aware of the number and variety of 
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disciplines that must contribute if the process is to go on 
in an intelligently directed way. In accounting for the 
manifestation of enthusiastic activity on the part of some, 
the situation also ejq>lains the sceptical indifference of 
many about the whole matter. Not merely inert conserva* 
tives in the general public but many professors in other 
lines in universities have not been awakened to the com- 
plexity of the educational undertaking. Hence, such per- 
sons regard the activities of those in departments of educa- 
tion as futile and void of serious meaning. 

Failure to perceive that educational science has no con- 
tent of its own leads, on the other hand, to a segregation 
of research whidi tends to render it futile. The assump- 
tion, if only tacit, that educational science has its own pe- 
culiar subject-matter results in an isolation which makes 
the latter a “mystery” in the sense in which the higher 
crafts were once mysteries. A superficial token of this iso- 
lation is found in the devel(^ment of that peculiar termi- 
nology that has been called “pedageese.” Segregation also 
accounts for the tendency, already mentioned, to go at 
educational affairs without a sufficient grounding in the 
non-educational disciplines that must be drawn upon, and 
hence to exaggerate minor points in an absurd^ one-sided 
■way, and to grasp at some special scientific tedmique as 
if its use were a magical guarantee of a scientific product. 

Recognition of the variety of sciences that must be fo- 
cused when solvii^ any educational problem totds to 
breadth of view and to more serious and prolonged effort 
at balance of the variety of factors which enter into even 
the simplest problems of teaching and administration. The 
unctmtrolled succession of waves of one-sided temporarily 
dmninating interests and dogans that have affected edina- 
tional jnactke and theory could thus be reduced. 
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(i) Psychology* 

In spite of the wide and indeterminate field of sciences 
that are sources of sci^tific content in education, there 
are certain subjects that occupy a privileged position. By 
common consent, I suppose, psychology and sociology hold 
such positions. There is general agreement that psychology 
lies nearer to the question of means and the social sciences 
nearer to that of ends, or that the first is more closely con- 
nected with how pupils learn, whether knowledge or skill, 
and the latter with what they are to learn. But such a 
statement only brings us to the threshold of the problem 
of the relation between the “how^' and the “what,^^ means 
and ends. If the how and the what, the psychological and 
the social, method and subject matter, must interact co- 
operatively in order to secure good results, a hard and fast 
distinction between them is fraught with danger* We want 
a method that will select subject-matter that aids psycho- 
logical development, and we want a subject-matter that 
will secure the use of methods psychologically correct. We 
cannot begin by dividing the field between the psychology 
of individual activity and growth and studies or subject- 
mattc^rs that are socially desirable, and then expect that at 
the end in practical operation the two things will balance 
each other. 

An uskbh^ed survey of theisituation will, I think, show 
that the danger is not merely theoretical. When we make a 
iiliaip distinction between whait is learned and how we 
leam it, and assign the (^termination of the process of 
leaiiung4o ;psycho}ogy and of subject-^matter to social sci- 
ence, the ineidtable outixmte is that tiie reaction of whai 
is studied and learned r^n the devdcpment bf the person 

* From Ths Si^cts of a Science of Education, pp, 51^ 61-64. 
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leamingj upon the tastes, interests, and habits that control 
his future mental attitudes and responses is overlooked. 
In that degree the psychological ^count of the process of 
personal learning and growth is deficient and distorted. It 
then deals with a short segment of the learning process 
instead of with its continuities. 

Social needs and conditions are said to dictate, for ex- 
aiinple, the necessity of instruction in reading, writing and 
numbers at a fairly early age. It is also recognized that 
these are useful factors in later personal growth, being the 
means of opening up learning in a variety of subjects. So 
far the two aspects seem to be in harmony. But suppose 
the question of how children learn most effectively to mas* 
ter these skills then be taken up in isolation, and methods 
are devised to promote the ready acquisition of the skills 
in question. The larger question is what other habits, in- 
cluding tastes and desires, are being collaterally formed. 

That a person can learn efficiently to read and yet not 
form a taste for reading good literature, or without having 
curiosities aroused that will lead him to apply his ability 
to read to explore fields outside of what is conventionally 
termed good reading matter, are sad facts of experience. 
Learning to read may develop book-worms, children who 
read omnivorously, but at the expense of development of 
social and executive abilities and skills. The question of 
what one learns to read is thus inextricably bound up with 
the question of hoiw one learns to read. Unfortunately, ex** 
perience shows that the methods which most readily and 
efficiently bring about skill to read (or write, or figur.*) in 
its narrower sense of ability to recognize, pronounce and 
put together words, do not at the same time take rare ol 
the formation of attitudes that decide the uses to which 
the ability is to be put. This is the, more important issue. 

It will not do for the psycholog^t to content, himsdf 
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mth saying in effect: “These otfier things are none of my 
business; I have shown how the child may most readil/ 
and efficiently form the skill. The rest is up to somebody 
else.^' It will not do because one skill is acquired, other 
abilities, preferences and disabilities are also learned, and 
these fall within the province of the psychological inquirer. 
This conclusion does not mean that the demonstration of 
how a particular skill is most readily formed is of no 
value. But it does mean that educationally speaking the 
problems of attendant radiations, expansions and contrac- 
tions, are in the end more important, and that it is danger- 
ous to take the part for the whole. Nor is it satisfactory 
to say that the part must be mastered before the whole 
can be attacked. For, by the nature of the case, the whole 
enters into the part, that is, it is a determining factor in 
the may in which one learns to read. Thus the considera- 
tion of how one learns to read in its connection with its 
effect upon future personal development and interests de- 
mands attention to desirable subject-matter. The social 
question is intertwined with the psychological. 

(it) Sociology^ 

I come now to the contribution of sociology — by which 
for present purposes I mean all the social disciplines — ^to 
the scientific content of education. Fortunately, it is not 
necessary to insist at this day and date upon the impor- 
tance of this factor. Like the word “sociaV^ the words “so- 
cialized education^’ are in the air. The questions that call 
for discussion concern how the idea is to Be interpreted. 
Time permits of mention of only two points. One relates 
to the position of sodal tools. IBe most obvious example 
of such tools is skill in language (reading, spelling and 
writing) and number. But these are only instances. Man- 

* From The Sources of a Science of Education, pp. 70-73. 
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Hers also form a social tool and so do morals in one of theit 
suspects. A considerable portion of geography and history 
do so, and also elementary science, as well as some traits 
of the fine arts. In fact, it would be hard to draw a line at 
any point in the educational scheme; consider, for exam- 
ple, the necessities of the professional students in medicine 
and law to master certain skills and bodies of fact as so- 
cial tools. The only difference among subjects of the cur- 
riculum as to social tools seems to be a matter of degree. 

In view of this fact, the current habit of speaking only 
of some skills as social tools suggests the need for thought. 
The 'cause for their being selected as tke social tools be- 
comes evident, I think, when we notice that the things 
usually called social tools are the most formal parts of the 
curriculum. These subjects and skill in employing them are 
formal because they are separated from social content; 
they are social tools prospectively rather than at the time 
they are learned. Emphasis upon repetition, making their 
acquisition a frequency function, is proof of this isolation 
from direct social subject-matter and value. 

I am not going to discuss this point. I use it as an illus* 
tration of the current division, found in many subjects, 
between social tools and social consequences. The net ef- 
fect of this division upon the contribution social subject- 
matter makes to educational science is serious. The tools 
that are recognized to be social are not treated socially but 
are relegated to the mechanics of psychology. In so far as 
they are not socially controlled, the social use to which 
they are finally put is accidental. School practices are in 
this respect, in many modem schools, ahead of theory. 
Those engaged in the act of teaching know that the social 
tools are best acquired in a social context and for the sake 
of some social application falling within a nearby phase 
of life. 
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When skill in and with tools is not socially formed, that 
is, generated for social ends, the latter are separated from 
the means by which they should be controlled. To take 
just one instance: The kind of reading-matter that now 
most abounds socially, as may be gathered from a glance 
at newsstands, is largely of a socially undesirable charac- 
ter. Yet it can be sold only to readers, to those in posses- 
sion of the so-called social tools. Pages of exposition 
would not speak more eloquently of what is bound to hap- 
pen when educational theory separates, in the name of 
science, the psychological processes that regulate the mere 
mechanism of acquiring a skill from the social conditions 
and needs which have to do with the application of that 
skill. 

The other point about the contribution of sociology to 
educational science concerns the determination of values, 
of objectives. The shortest cut to get something that looks 
scientific is to make a statistical study of existing prac- 
tices and (Jesires, with the supposition that their accurate 
determination will settle the subject-matter to be taught, 
thus taking curriculum-forming out of the air, putting it 
on a solid factual basis. This signifies, in effect and in 
logic, that the kind of education which the social environ- 
ment gives unconsciously and in connection with all its 
defects, perversions and distortions, is the kind of educa- 
tion the schools should give consciously. Such an idea is 
almost enough to cause one to turn back to the theories 
ol classicists who would confine the important subject- 
matter of instruction to the best of the products of the 
past, in disregard of present and prospective social condi- 
t!cm$. It is hard to see any cause for such a procedure ex- 
cept a desire to demonstrate the value of '^educational 
sc^ce’’ by showing that it has something immediate and 
direct to furnish in the guiihmce of schools. 
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(Hi) Philasophy* 

The philosophy of education is a source of the science 
of education, but one less often recognized as such. We 
are, I think, habituated to thinking of the sciences as feed- 
ers of philosophy rather than of philosophy as a source of 
science. Philosophy is looked at by those who dignify it as 
a subject which analyzes critically the premises that are 
uncritically assumed in the special sciences, or else as a 
complete intellectual organization of their results. Others 
take a less respectful and perhaps more popular view of 
it, and regard it as a constantly vanishing quantity, deal- 
ing by way of opinion and speculation with matters that 
sciences have not got around to dealing with in a positive 
way. Personally, I think there is truth in both of these 
views, but that neither one touches the heart of the rela- 
tionship of philosophy and science. There is in every sub- 
ject at every time a serial progression from the more spe- 
cific to the more general. The only distinction we can prof- 
itably draw is to say that science lies toward the specific 
pole and philosophy toward the general, while there is no 
definite line where one leaves off and the other begins. 

It is because of this fact that there is a reciprocal rela* 
tion between them, each feeding the other as a source. 
Were this the time and place, it could be shown from the 
history of the sciences, mathematical, physical and biolog- 
ical, that ideas originating at the philosophic end (general, 
often v^e and speculative, if you please) have been in- 
dispensable factors in the generation of science. An exami- 
nation of history would also show that there is no steady 
one-way movement; the movanent from general to spedal 
is not one that has a definite conclusion that stays put 
Specialized results recurrently get too set and rigid be- 
cause of isolation due to the very sped«t!iza;tion by which 

♦ Prom the Sources of a Sdmee d/ MiucaUm, pp. 51-53. 
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they are obtained. Fermentation and fructification then 
come in from the pole of general ideas and points of view. 
Specific results are shaken up, loosened and placed in new 
contexts. 

Ill • Traditional vs. Progressive Education* 

Mankind likes to think in terms of extreme opposites. It 
is given to formulating its beliefs in terms of Either-Ors; 
between which it recognizes no intermediate possibilities. 
When forced to recognize that the extremes cannot be 
acted upon, it is still inclined to hold that they are all 
right in theory but that when it comes to practical mat- 
ters circumstances compel us to compromise. Educational 
philosophy is no exception. The history of educational 
theory is marked by opposition between the idea that edu- 
cation is development from within and that it is formation 
from without; that it is based upon natural endowments 
and that education is a process of overcoming natural in- 
clination and substituting in its place habits acquired un- 
der external pressure. 

At present, the opposition, so far as practical affairs of 
the school are concerned, tends to take the form of con- 
trast between traditional and progressive education. If the 
imderlying ideas of the former are formulated broadly, 
without the qualifications required for accurate state- 
ment, they are found to be about as follows: The subject- 
matter of education consists of bodies of information and 
of skilb that have been worked out in the past; therefore, 
the chief business of the school is to transtmt th^ to the 
new generatimi. In the past, there have also been devel- 
oped standards and rules of conduct; moral training con- 
sists in forming habits of action in conformity with these 
rules and standardsJpinally, the general pattern of school 

^ From Bxpenenu and MducaUon, pp. 1-13 j; 17-19. 
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organization (by whidi I mean tbe relations of pupils to 
one another and to the teachers) ccmstitutes the school a 
kind of institution sharply marked off from other social 
institutions. Call up in imagination the ordinary school- 
room, its time-schedules, schemes of clas^cation, of ex- 
amination and promotion, of rules of order, and I think 
you will grasp what is meant by “pattern of organization.” 
If then you contrast this scene with what goes on in the 
family, for example, you will appreciate what is meant by 
the school being a kind of institution sharply marked off 
from any other form of social organization. 

The three characteristics just mentioned fix the aims 
and methods of instruction and disdpline. The main pur- 
pose (Mr objective is to prepare the young for future re- 
^nsibilities and for success in life, by means of acquisi- 
tion of the organized bodies of information and prepared 
forms of skill which comprehend the material of instruc- 
ti(Ht. Since the subject-matter as well as standards of prop- 
er conduct are handed down from the past, the attitude of 
pupils must, upon the whole, be one of docility, receptiv- 
ity, mid obedience. Books, especially textbo<^, are the 
chief representatives of the lore and wisdom of the past, 
while tea(ihers are the organs through whi(di pupils are 
brou^t into effective connection with the material. Tea(ih- 
ers are the agents through which knowledge and skills are 
communicated and rules of conduct enforced. 

1 have not made this brief summary for the purpose o^ 
criticizii^ the unikrlying philok)phy. The rise of what is 
called new education and progressive schools is of itself a 
product of discontent with traditional education. In effect 
it is a criticdsm of die latter. Whmi the impSied criticism it 
made oqiUcit it reads somewhat as follows: The tradidrriial 
scheme is> ifi essence, one of inqiodtion from above and 
from outside. It imposes adult standards, subject'^natter. 
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and methods upon tho^ yA6 are only growiiig slowly to- 
ward maturity. Hie gap is so great that the required sub- 
ject-matter, tie methods of learning and of behaving are 
foreign to the existing capacities of the young. They ate 
beyond the reach of the experience the young learners al- 
ready possess. Consequently, they must be imposed; even 
though good teachers will use devices of art to cover up 
the imposition so as to relieve it of obviously brutal fea- 
tures. 

But the gulf between the mature or adult products and 
the experience and abilities of the young is so wide that 
the very situation forbids much active participation by 
pupils in the development of what is taught. Theirs is to 
do — ^and learn, as it was the part of the six hundred to do 
and die. Learning here means acquisition of what already 
is incorporated in books and in the heads of the elders. 
Moreover, that which is taught is thought of as essentially 
static. It is taught as a finished product, with little regard 
either to the v^ays in which it was originally built up or 
to changes that will surely occur in the future. It is to a 
large extent the cultural product of societies that assumed 
the future would be much like the past, and yet it is used 
as educational food in a society where change is the rule, 
not the exception. 

If one attempts to formulate the philosophy of educa- 
tion implicit in the practices of the newer education, we 
^5^, I think, discover certain common principles amid 
the variety of progressive schools now existing. To imposi- 
ficin from above is opposed expression and cultivation of 
individuality; to external discipline is opposed free activ- 
ity; to learning from texts and teachers, learning through 
experience; to acquisition of isolated ddlls and tcchniiqucs 
by drill, is opposed acquisitiem of them as means of aftaiw- 
inf which make ffirect vital appeal; to preparatibh 
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for a more or less remote future is opposed making the 
most of the opportunities of present life; to static aims 
and materials is oi^sed acquaintance with a changing 
world. 

Now, all principles by themselves are Abstract. They 
become conaete only in the consequences which result 
from their application. Just because the principles set 
forth are so fundamental and far-reaching, everything de- 
pends upon the interpretation given them as they are put 
into practice in the school and the home. It is at this 
point that the reference made earlier to EUker-Or philos- 
ophies becomes peculiarly pertinent. The general philos- 
ophy of the new education may be sound, and yet Ae dif- 
ference in abstract principles will not decide the way in 
which the moral and intellectual preference involved shall 
be worked out in practice. There is always the danger in 
a new movement that in rejecting the aims and methods 
of that which it would supplant, it may develop its prin- 
ciples negatively rather than positively and constructivdy. 
Then it takes its clew in practice from that which is re- 
jected instead of from the constructive development of its 
own philosophy. 

I take it that the fundamental unity of the newer philos- 
ophy is found in the idea that there is an intimate and 
necessary relation between the processes of actual experi- 
ence and education. If this be true, then a positive and 
constructive development of its own ba^ idea d^ptmds 
upon having a correct idea of experience. Take, for exam- 
ple, the question of organized subject-matter— whidi will 
be discussed in some detail later. The protdon for progres- 
sive education is: What are the place and tmeaning of sub- 
ject-matter and of organization wUkm eS|ierience? .How 
does subject-matter function? Is there aa 3 rthing inherent 
in ejqxnioioe which ttmds towards pnijp^ve orgamzation 
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of its contents? Wtiat results follow when the materials of 
e^rience are not progressively organiaed?' A philosophy 
whidi proceeds on the basis of rejection, of sheer opposi- 
tion, will neglect these questions. It will tend to suppose 
that because the Old education was baud on ready-made 
organization, therefore it suffices to reject the principle of 
organization m toto, instead of striving to discover what jt 
means and how it is to be attained on the basis of experi- 
ence. We might go through all the points of difference be- 
tween the new and the old education and reach similar 
conclusions. When external control is rejected, the problem 
becomes that of finding the factors of control that are in- 
herent within experience. When external authority is re- 
jected, it does not follow that all authority should be re- 
jected, but rather that there is need to search for a more 
effective source of authority. Because the older education 
imposed the knowledge, methods, and the rules of con- 
duct of the mature person upcm the young, it does not fol- 
low, except upon the basis of the extreme Either-Or phi- 
losoiffiy, that the knowledge and skill of the mature per- 
son has no directive value for the experience of the imma- 
ture. On the contrary, basing education upon personal ex- 
perience may mean more multiplied and more intimate 
contacts between the mature and the immature than ever 
existed in the traditicmal school, and consequently more, 
rather than less, guidance by others. The problem, then, 
is: how these ccmtacts can established without violat- 
ing the principle of learning through personal experioice. 
The solution of this probl^ requires a well thdug^t-out 
phffost^hy of the Sodal factors that operate in the cons^- 
iutioh of individual experience. . 

What is indicated in the foreg<^g remarks is that tte 
graend prhidples of the new education do not of thenif 
sdvre sdlve any of the problans of the actual or practical 
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conduct and mamtgcanent of progre^ve schools. Eather, 
they set new problons which have to be wothed out on 
the basis of a new philosc^y of experience. The ptobkiui 
ate not even recognized, to say nothing of being solved, 
when it is assumed that it suffices to leject the ideas and 
practices of the old educatimi and then go to the opposite 
extreme. Yet I am sure that 3mu will appredate what is 
meant when I say that many of the newer schools tend to 
make little or nothing of organized subject-matter of 
study; to proceed as if any form of direction and guidance 
by adults were an invasion of individual freedom, and as if 
the idea that educatitm should be concerned with the pres- 
ent and future meant that acquaintance with the past has 
little or no role to play in education. Without pressing 
these defects to the point of exaggeration, they at least il- 
lustrate what is meant by a theory and practice of educa- 
tion which proceeds negatively or by reaction agmnst 
what has been current in education rather than by a posi- 
tive and constructive development of purposes, methods, 
and subject-matter on the foundation oi a theory of ex- 
perience and its educational potentialities. 

It is not too much to say that an educational philosc^hy 
which professes to be based on the idea of freedom may 
become as dramatic as ever was the tradititmal educarion 
which is reacted against. For any^ theory and set of prac- 
tices are dogmatic which are not based upon critical euua- 
inarion of its own underlying {vindi^. Let us say* that 
the new education emphasizes the fre«iom of the learner. 
Very wdl. A [uoblem is now set. What does freedom mean 
and iriiat ate the conditions undo: v^ch it is c^pabSe of 
realizarion? Let us say that the kind of external inqx)^ 
tion nhidt was so common in the traditioaal schod lim- 
ited rather than prmnoted the intdiectual and moral' da* 
v^opment of the your^. Again, very we$, Recognition of 
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ttus serious defect sets a problem. Just what is the role of 
^ teacher and of books in promoting the educational de« 
vobpment of the immature? Admit that traditional educa< 
tion employed, as the subject-matter for study, facts and 
id^ so bound up with the past as to give little help in 
d^ing with the issues of the present and future. Very 
well. Now we have the problem of discovering the con- 
nection which actually exists within experience between 
the achievements of the past and the issues of the present. 
We have the problem of ascertaining how acqumntance 
with the past may be translated into a potent instrumen- 
tality for dealing effectively with the future. We may re- 
ject knowledge of the past as the end of education and 
thereby only emphasize its importance as a means. When 
we do that we have a problem that is new in the story of 
education: How shall the young become acquainted with 
the past in such a way that the acquaintance is a potent 
agent in appreciation of the living present? 

In short, the point I am making is that rejection of the 
philosophy and practice of traditional education sets a 
new type of difficult educational problem for those who 
believe in the new type of education. We shall qxrate 
blindly and in confusion until we recognize this fact; until 
we thoroughly appreciate that departure from the old 
sdves no problems. What is said in the following pages is, 
accordingly, intended to indicate some of the main prob- 
lems with which the newer education is confronted and to 
suggest the main lines along sriiich their solution is to be 
sou^t. I assume that amid all uncertainties there is one 
permanent frame of reference: namely, the oi^nic con- 
nection between education and p^sonal experience; (K, 
that the new philos(^hy of education is committed to some 
kind of empkical and experimental philosophy. But ex- 
perience and espmiment ate not self<«x;^lattatoiy ideaa 
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Rather, their meaning is part of the problem to be e^ 
plored. To know the meaning of empiricism we need ^ 
understand what experience is. ^ 

A philosophy of education, like any theory, has to be 
stated in words, in symbols. But so far as it is more than 
verbal it is a plan for conducting education. Like any plan, 
it must be framed with reference to what is to be done 
and how it is to be done. The more definitely and sin- 
cerely it is held that education is a development within, 
by, and for experience, the more important it is that there 
shall be clear conceptions of what experience is. Unless ex- 
perience is so conceived that the result is a plan for dedd- 
ing upon subject-matter, upon methods of instruction and 
discipline, and upon material equipment and social organ- 
ization of the school, it is wholly in the air. It is reduced 
to a form of words which may be emotionally stirring but 
for which any other set of words might equally well be 
substituted unless they indicate operations to be initiated 
and executed. Just because traditional education was a 
matter of routine in which the plans and programs were 
handed down from the past, it does not follow that pro* 
gressive education is a matter of planless improvisation. 

The traditional school could get along without any con- 
sistently developed philosophy of education. About all it 
required in that line was a set of abstract words like cul* 
lute, discipline, our great cultural heritage, etc., actual 
guuknce Iteing derived not from them but from custom 
and established routines. Just because progressive schools 
cannot rely upon established traditions and institurional 
habits, they must either proceed more or less haphazardly 
or be directed by ideas which, when they are made artic- 
ulate and coherent, form a pWlosophy of education. Re- 
volt against the kind of organization chai^terMc of the 
traditionsd school constitutes a demand for a kind of or- 
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gaaization b^tsed i^xm ideas. I think that otdy di^ ac* 
qoaint^ce vith the histoty of educatiffli is needed to 
jHove that .educational reformers and innovators alone 
have felt the need for a phOosq>hy of education. Those 
vrho adhered to the established S 3 rstem needed merely a 
few fine>sounding words to justify existing practices. The 
real work was done by habits which were so fixed as to 
be institutional. The lesson for progressive education is 
that it requires in an urgent degree, a degree more press' 
ing than was incumbent upon former innovators, a philos- 
ophy of education based upon a philosc^hy of experience. 

IV • Philosophy of Experience* 

If there is any truth in what has been said about the 
need of forming a theory of experience in order that edu- 
cation may be intelligently conducted upon the basis of ex- 
perience, it is dear that the next thing in order in this dis- 
cussion is to present the prindples that are most signifi- 
cant in framing this theory. 

I have already mentioned what I called the category of 
continuity, or the experiential continuum. This prindple 
is invdved, as I pointed out, in every attempt to discrinu- 
nate between experiences that are worth while education- 
ally and those tiiat are not. It may seem superfluous to 
ai^ue that this discrimination is necessary not only in criti- 
ddng the traditional type of education but also in initiat- 
ing and conducting a difieroit type. Nevertheless, it is 
advisable to pursue for a little while the idea that it 
Necessary. One may safely assume, I suf^se, that one 
thing whidi has recommeaded the progresdve movemmit 
is that it se&aas more in accord idth the democratic ideal 
to Ududi oar people is committed dian do tim procedmas 
of the traditfeeal school, since the lattm: have so much of 

* From Bxperimte anii Biiiciahn,pp. 2S-S2. 
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tbe autocratic {dxmt them. Another thing urfaich has ccni' 
tiflbuted to its favorable reception is that its methods are 
humane in comparison with the harshness so often attend- 
ing the policies of the traditicmal school. 

The question I would raise concerns why we prefer 
democratic and humane arrangements to those which are 
autocratic and harsh. And by “why,” I mean the reason 
for preferring them, not just the canses which lead us to 
the preference. One cause may be that we have been 
taught not only in the schools but by the press, the pulpit, 
the platform, and our laws and law-making bodies that 
democracy is the best of all social institutions. We may 
have so assimilated this idea frcnn our surroundings that 
it has become an habitual part of our mental and moral 
make-up. But similar causes have led other persons in dif- 
fermt surroundings to widely varying conclusicms — ^to pre- 
fer fascism, for example. The cause for our preference is 
not the same thing as the reason why we should prefer it. 

It is not my purpose here to go in detail into the rea- 
son. But I would a^ a single question: Can we find any 
reason that does not ultimately come down to the belief 
that demoCTatic social arrangements promote a better qual- 
ity of human experience, one which is more widdy acces- 
sible and enjcQred, than do non-democratic and anti-demo- 
cratic forms of social life? Does not the principle of re- 
gard for individual fre^om and for decency and kindli- 
ness of human relations come back in the end to tiie am- 
viction thaU: these things are tributary to a hi^er quality 
of experience on the part of a greater number than are 
m^ods of tq>ressi(m and coercion or toroe? Is it not the 
reason for our {Hefmence that we betieve that mutnal con* 
sultatim ai^ convictions teattited through petsuasioo» 
make postible a better quality of experience than can 
Othern^ be provided on any wide scale? 
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If the answer to these qilestioas is in the affinnative 
(and pensonally I do not see how we can justify our pref- 
erence tor democracy and homanity on any othor ground), 
the ultimate reason for hospitality to progressive educa- 
tion, because of its reliance upon and use of humane meth- 
ods and its kinship to d^ooracy, goes back to the fact 
that discrimination is made between the inherent values of 
different experiences. So I come back to the principle of 
ccmtinuity of experience as a criterion of discrimination. 

At bottom, this principle rests upon the fact of habit, 
when kabU is interpreted biologically. The basic charac- 
teristic of habit is that every experience enacted and un- 
dergone modifies the one who acts and undergoes, while 
this modification affects, whether we wish it or not, the 
quality of subsequent experiences. For it is a somewhat dif- 
ferent person who enters into them. The principle of habit 
so understood obviously goes deeper than the ordinary 
conc^tion of a habit as a more or less fixed way of doing 
things, although it includes the latter as one of its ^)ecial 
cases. It covers the formation of attitudes, attitudes that 
are emotional and intellectual; it covers our basic sensitiv- 
ities and ways of meeting and req>onding to all the condi- 
tions which we meet in living. 

So far, however, we have no ground for discrimination 
among experiences. For the principle is of universal appli- 
cation. There is some kind of continuity in every case. It 
is when we note the different forms in whidi contintiity 
of experience operates that we get the basis of discriminat- 
among e3q)eriences. I may Qlustrate what is meant by 
an objection which has been brou^t against an idea which 
I once put fortii— namely, that the educative process can 
be idmtified with growth when that is un^rstood in 
teftns of the active participle, growing: 

Growth, or growing sa develofting, not only physicaliy 
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but intellectuany and morally, is one exemplification of 
the principle of continuity. The objection made is that 
growth might take many different directions: a man, for 
example, who starts out on a career of burglary may grow 
in that direction, and by practice may grow into a hi^ly 
expert burglar. Hence it is argued that ^‘growth” is not 
enough; we must also specify the direction in which 
growth takes place, the end toward which it tends. Be« 
fore, however, we decide that the objection is conclusive 
we must analyze the case a little furUier. 

That a man may grow in efficiency as a burglar, as a 
gangster, or as a corrupt politician, cannot be doubted. But 
from the standpoint of growth as education and education 
as growth the question is whether growth in this direction 
promotes or retards growth in general. Does this form of 
growth create conditions for further growth, or does it set 
up conditions that shut off the person who has grown in 
this particular direction from the occasions, stimuli, and 
qiportunities for continuing growth in new directions? 
What is the effect of growth in a special direction upon 
the attitudes and habits which alone open up avenues for 
development in other lines? I diall leave you to answer 
these questions, saying simply that when and only when 
development in a particular line conduces to continuing 
growth does it answer to the criterion of education as 
growing. For the conception is one that must find uni- 
versal and not specialized limited application. 

I return now to the question of continuity as a criterion 
by which to discriminate between experiences which are 
educative and those which are mis-educative. As we have 
seen, there is some kind of continuity in any case since 
evety experience affects for better or worse the attitudes 
which hdp decide the quality of further experiences, by 
setting up certain prefer^ce and aversion, and making it 
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easier or harder to act for this or that end. Moreover, 
every experience influences in some degree the objective 
conditions under which further experiences are had. 

But, while the principle of continuity applies in ijpme 
way in every case, the quality of the present experience 
influences the way in which the principle applies. We 
speak of spoiling a child and of the spoilt child. The effect 
of over-indulging a child is a continuing one. It sets up 
an attitude which operates as an automatic demand that 
persons and objects cater to his desires and caprices in the 
future. It makes him seek the kind of situation that will 
enable him to do what he feels like doing at the time. It 
renders him averse to and comparatively incompetent in 
situations which require effort and perseverance in over- 
cqming obstacles. There is no paradox in the fact that the 
principle of the continuity of experience may operate so as 
to leave a person arrested cm a low plane of development, 
in a way which limits later capacity for growth. 

On the other hand, if an experience arouses curiosity, 
strengthens initiative, and sets up desires and purposes 
that are sufficiently intense to carry a person over dead 
places in the future, continuity works in a very different 
way. Every experience is a moving force. Its value can 
be judged only on the ground of what it moves toward and 
into. The greater maturity of experience which should be- 
long to the adult as educator puts him in a position to 
evaluate each experience of the young in a way in which 
the one having the less mature experience cannot do. It 
is then the business of the educator to see’ in what direc- 
tion an experience is heading. There is no point in his be- 
ing more mature if, instead of using his greater insight to 
help organize the conditions of the experience of the im- 
mature, he throws away his insight. Failure to take the 
moving force of an experience into account so as to judge 
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'^d direct it on the ground of what it is moving into 
means disloyalty to the principle of experience itself. 

The disloyalty operates in two directions. The educator 
is false to the understanding that he should have obtained 
from his own past experience. He is also unfaithful to the 
fact that all human experience is ultimately social: that 
it involves contact and communication. The mature person, 
to put it in moral terms, has no right to withhold from the 
young on given occasions whatever capacity for sympa- 
thetic understanding his own experience has given him. 

But there is another aspect of the matter. Experience 
does not go on simply inside a person. It does go on there, 
for it influences the formation of attitudes of desire and 
purpose. But this is not the whole of the story. Every 
genuine experience has an active side which changes in 
some degree the objective conditions under which experi- 
ences are had. The difference between civilization and 
savagery, to take an example on a large scale, is found in 
the degree in which previous experiences have changed 
the objective conditions under which subsequent experi- 
ences take place. 

In a word, we live from birth to death in a world of 
persons and things which in large measure is what it is be- 
cause of what has been done and transmitted from previ- 
ous human activities. When this fact is ignored, experience 
is treated as if it were something which goes on exclu- 
sively inside an individual’s body and mind. It ought not 
to be necessary to say that experience does not occur in a 
vacuum. There are sources outside an individual which 
give rise to experience. It is constantly fed from these 
springs. No one would question that a child in a slum 
tenement has a different experience from that of a child in 
a cultured home; that the country lad has a different kind 
of experience from the city boy, or a boy on the seashore 
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one different from the lad who is brought up on inland 
prairies.*OrdinariIy we take such facts for granted as too 
commonplace to record. But when their educational im- 
port is recognized, they indicate the second way in which 
the educator can direct the experience of the young with- 
out engaging in imposition. A primary responsibility of 
educators is that they not only be aware of the general 
principle of the shaping of actual experience by environing 
conditions, but that they also recognize in the concrete 
what surroundings are conducive to having experiences 
that lead to growth. Above all, they should know how to 
utilize the surroundings, physical and social, that exist so 
as to extract from them all that they have to contribute to 
building up experiences that are worth while. 

Traditional education did not have to face this problem; 
it could systematically dodge this responsibility. The 
school environment of desks, blackboards, a small school 
yard, was supposed to suffice. There was no demand that 
the teacher should become intimately acquainted with the 
conditions of the local community, physical, historical, 
economic, occupational, etc., in order to utilize them as 
educational resources. A system of education based upon 
the necessary connection of education with experience 
must, on the contrary, if faithful to its principle, take 
these things constantly into account. This tax upon the 
educator is another reason why progressive education is 
more difficult to carry on than was ever the traditional 
system. 

The word ^^interaction” expresses the second chief prin- 
ciple for interpreting an experience in its educational func- 
tion and force. It assigns equal rights to both factors in 
experience — objective and internal conditions. Any normal 
experience is an interplay of these two sets of conditions. 
Taken together, or in their interaction, they form what we 
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call a situation. The trouble with traditional education was 
not that it emphasized the external conditions that enter 
into the control of the experiences but that it paid so little 
attention to the internal factory which also decide what 
kind of experience is had. It vicnated the principle of in- 
teraction from one side. But this violation is no reason 
why the new education should violate the principle from 
the other side — except upon the basis of the extreme 
Either-Or educational philosophy which has been men- 
tioned. 

The statement that individuals live in a world means, in 
the concrete, that they live in a series of situations. And 
when it is said that they live in these situations, the mean- 
ing of the word *'in” is different from its meaning when it 
is said that pennies are *‘in** a pocket or paint is “in” a 
can. It means, once more, that interaction is going on be- 
tween an individual and objects and other persons. The 
conceptions of situation and of interaction are inseparable 
from each other. An experience is always what it is be- 
cause of a transaction taking place between an individual 
and what, at the time, constitutes his environment, 
whether the latter consists of persons with whom he is 
talking about some topic or event, the subject talked 
about being also a part of the situation; or the toys with 
which he is playing; the book he is reading (in which his 
environing conditions at the time may be England or an- 
cient Greece or an imaginary region) ; or the materials of 
an experiment he is performing. The environment, in 
other words, js whatever conditions interact with personal 
needs, desires, purposes, and capacities to create the ex- 
perience which is had. Even when a person builds a castle 
in the air he is interacting with the objects which he con- 
structs in fancy. 

The two principles of continuity and interaction are not , 
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separate from each other. They intercept and unite. They 
are, so to speak, the longitudinal and lateral aspects of ex- 
perience. Different situations succeed one another. But be- 
cause of the principle oL continuity something is carried 
over from the earlier to the later ones. As an individual 
passes from one situation to another, his world, his envi- 
ronment, expands or contracts. He does not hnd himself 
living in another world but in a different part or aspect of 
one and the same world. What he has learned in the way 
of knowledge and skill in one situation becomes an instru- 
ment of understanding and dealing effectively with the sit- 
uations which follow. The process goes on as long as life 
and learning continue. Otherwise the course of experience 
is disorderly, since the individual factor that enters into 
making an experience is split. 

Continuity and interaction in their active union with 
each other provide the measure of the educative signifi- 
cance and value of an experience. The immediate and di- 
rect concern of an educator is then with the situations in 
which interaction takes place. The individual, who enters 
as a factor into it, is what he is at a given time. It is the 
other factor, that of objective conditions, which lies to 
some extent within the possibility of regulation by the 
educator. As has already been noted, the phrase ‘‘objective 
conditions” covers a wide range. It includes what is done 
by the educator and the way in which it is done, not only 
words spoken but the tone of voice in which they are 
spoken. It includes equipment, books, apparatus, toys, 
games played. It includes the materials with which an in- 
dividual interacts, and, most important of all, the total 
social set-up of the situations in which a person is en- 
gaged. 

Responsibility for selecting objective conditions carries 
with it the rei^nsibility for understanding the needs and 
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capacities of the individuals who are learning at a given 
time. It is not enough that certain materials and methods 
have proved effective with other individuals at other times. 
There must be a reason for thinking that they will func- 
tion in generating an experience that has educative qual- 
ity with particular individuals at a particular time. 

It is no reflection upon the nutritive quality of beef- 
steak that it is not fed to infants. It is not an invidious 
reflection upon trigonometry that we do not teach it in 
the first or fifth grade of school. It is not the subject per 
S€ that is educative or that is conducive to growth. There 
is no subject that is in and of itself, or without regard to- 
the stage of growth attained by the learner, such that in- 
herent educational value can be attributed to it. Failure 
to take into account adaptation to the needs and capaci- 
ties of individuals was the source of the idea that certain 
subjects and certain methods are intrinsically cultural or 
intrinsically good for mental discipline. There is no such 
thing as educational value in the abstract. The notion 
that some subjects and methods and that acquaintance 
with certain facts and truths possess educational value in 
and of themselves is the reason why traditional education 
reduced, the material of education so largely to a diet of 
predigested materials. 

The principle of interaction makes it clear that failure 
of adaptation of material to needs and capacities of indi- 
viduals may cause an experience to be non-educative quite 
as much as failure of an individual to adapt himself to 
the material. 

The principle of continuity in its educational applica- 
tion means that the future has to be taken into account 
at every stage of the educational process* This idea is 
easily misunderstood and is badly distorted in traditional 
education. Its assumption iS| that by acquiring certain 
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skiUs and by learning certain subjects which would be 
needed later (perhaps in college or perhaps in adult life) 
pupils are as a matter of course made ready for the needs 
and circumstances of the future. Now “preparation” is a 
treacherous idea. In a certain sense every experience 
should do something to prepare a person for later experi- 
ences of a deeper and more expansive quality. That is the 
very meaning of growth, continuity, reconstruction of ex- 
perience. But it is a mistake to suppose that the mere 
acquisition of a certain amount of arithmetic, geography, 
history, etc., which is taught and studied because it may 
be useful at some time in the future, has this effect, and 
it is a mistake to suppose that acquisition of skilk in 
reading and figuring will automatically constitute prepa- 
ration for their right and effective use under conditions 
very unlike those in which they were acquired. 

Nor does failure in preparation end at this px>int. Per- 
haps the greatest of all pedagogical fallacies is the notion 
that a pwrson learns only the particular thing he is study- 
ing at the time. Collateral learning in the way of forma- 
tion of enduring attitudes, of likes and dislikes, may be 
and often is much more important than the sp>elling lesson 
or lesson in geography or history that is learned. For these 
attitudes are fundamentally what count in the future. The 
most important attitude that can be formed is that of de- 
sire to go on learning. If imptetus in this direction is weak- 
ened instead of being intensified, something much more 
than mere lack of prep>aration takes place. The pupil is ac- 
tually robbed of native capacities which otherwise would 
enable him to cop>e with the circumstances that he meets 
in the course of his life. 

What, then, is the true meaning of preparation in the 
educational scheme? In the first place, it means that a 
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person, young or old, gets out of his present experience all 
that there is in it for him at the time in which he has it. 
When preparation is made the controlling end, then the 
potentialities of the present are sacrificed to a suppositi- 
tious future. When this happens, the actual preparation for 
the future is missed or distorted. The ideal of using the 
present simply to get ready for the future contradicts it- 
self. It omits, and even shuts out, the very conditions by 
which a person can be prepared for his future. We always 
live at the time we live and not at some other time, and 
only by extracting at each present time the full meaning 
of each present experience are we prepared for doing the 
same thing in the future. This is the only preparation 
which in the long run amounts to anything. 

All this means that attentive care must be devoted tc 
the conditions which give each present experience a worth- 
while meaning. Instead of inferring that it doesn’t make 
much difference what the present experience is as long as 
it is enjoyed, the conclusion is the exact opposite. Here is 
another matter where it is easy to react from one extreme 
to the other. Because traditional schools tended to sacrifice 
the present to a remote and more or less unknown future, 
therefore it comes to be believed that the educator has 
little responsibility for the kind of present experiences the 
young undergo. But the relation of the present and the 
future is not an Either-Or affair. The present affects the 
future anyway. The persons who should have some idea 
of the connection between the two are those who have 
achieved maturity. Accordingly, upon them devolves the 
responsibility for instituting the conditions for the kind of 
present experience which has a favorable effect upon the 
future. Education as growth or maturity should be an 
ever-present process. 
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V • The Organization of Study"^ 

One consideration stands out dearly .when education is 
conceived in terms of experience. Anything which can be 
called a study, whether arithmetic, history, geography, or 
one of the natural sciences, must be derived from materi- 
als which at the outset fall within the scope of ordinary 
life-experience. 

But finding the material for learning within experience 
is only the first step. The next step is the pro^essive de- 
velopment of what is already experienced into a fuller and 
richer and also more organized form, a form that gradu- 
ally approximates that in which subject-matter is pre- 
sented to the skilled, mature person. That this change is 
possible without departing from the organic connection of 
education with experience is shown by the fact that this 
change takes place outside of the school and apart from 
formal education. The infant, for example, begins with an 
environment of objects that is very restricted in space and 
time. That environment steadily expands by the momen- 
tum inherent in experience itself without aid from scholas- 
tic instruction. As the infant learns to reach, creep, walk, 
and talk, the intrinsic subject-matter of its experience wid- 
ens and deepens. It comes into connection with new ob- 
jects and events which call out new powers, while the ex- 
ercise of these powers refines and enlarges the content of 
its experience. Life-space and life-durations are expanded. 
The environment, the world of experience, constantly 
grows larger and, so to speak, thicker. The educator who 
receives the child at the end of this period has to find 
ways for doing consciously and deliberately what ''nature” 
accomplishes in the earlier years. 

It is hardly necessary to insist upon the first of the two 
conditions which have been specified. It is a cardinal pre- 
* From Experience and Education, pp. 86-112. 
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cept of the newer school of education that the beginning 
of instruction shall be made with the experience learners 
already have; that this experience and the capacities that 
have been developed during its course provide the starting 
point for all further learning. I am not so sure that the 
other condition, that of orderly development toward ex- 
pansion and organization of subject-matter through growth 
of experience, receives as much attention. Yet the principle 
of continuity of educative experience requires that equal 
thought and attention be given to solution of this aspect 
of the educational problem. Undoubtedly this phase of the 
problem is more difficult than the other. 

It is a mistake to suppose that the principle of the lead- 
ing on of experience to something different is adequately 
satisfied simply by giving pupils some new experiences any 
more than it is by seeing to it that they have greater skill 
and ease in dealing with things with which they are al- 
ready familiar. It is also essential that the new objects 
and events be related intellectually to those of earlier ex- 
periences; and this means that there be some advance 
made in conscious articulation of facts and ideas. It thus 
becomes the office of the educator to select those things 
within the range of existing experience that have the prom- 
ise and potentiality of presenting new problems which by 
stimulating new ways of observation and judgment will ex- 
pand the area of further experience. He must constantly 
regard what is already won not as a fixed possession but 
as an agency and instrumentality for opening new fields 
which make new demands upon existing powers of obser- 
vation and of intelligent use of memory. Connectedness in 
growth must be his constant watchword. 

That up to the present time the weakest point in pro- 
gressive schools is in the matter of selection and organixa- 
tion of intellectual subject-matter is, I think, inevitable 
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under the circumstances. It is as inevitable as it is right 
and proper that they should break loose from the cut and 
dried material which formed the staple of the old educa- 
tion. In addition, the field of experience is very wide and 
it varies in its contents from place to place and from time 
to time. A single course of studies for all progressive 
schools is out of the question; it would mean abandoning 
the fundamental principle of connection with life-experi- 
ences. Moreover, progressive schools are new. They have 
had hardly more than a generation in which to develop. A 
certain amount of uncertainty and of laxity in choice and 
organization of subject-matter is, therefore, what was to be 
expected. It is no ground for fundamental criticism or 
complaint. 

It is a ground for legitimate criticism, however, when 
the ongoing movement of progressive education fails to 
recognize that the problem of selection and organization 
of subject-matter for study and learning is fundamental. 
Improvisation that takes advantage of special occasions 
prevents teaching and learning from being stereotyped and 
dead. But the basic material of study cannot be picked up 
in a cursory manner. Occasions which are not and cannot 
be foreseen are bound to arise wherever there is intellec- 
tual freedom. They should be utilized. But there is a de- 
cided difference between using them in the development 
of a continuing line of activity and trusting to them to 
provide the chief material of learning. 

The underlying ideal is that of progressive organizatioh 
of knowledge. It is with reference to organizati(»i of 
knowledge that we are likely to find Either^Or philos- 
ophies most acutely active. In practice, if not in so many 
words, it is often held that since traditional education 
rested upon a conception of organization of knowledge 
that was almost completely contemptuous of living present 
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experience, therefore education based upon living experi- 
ence should be contemptuous of the organization of facts 
and ideas. 

When a moment ago I called this organization an ideal, 
I meant, on the negative side, that the educator cannot 
start with knowledge already organized and proceed to 
ladle it out in doses. But as an ideal the active process of 
organizing facts and ideas is an ever-present educational 
process. No experience is educative that does not tend 
both to knowledge of more facts and entertaining of more 
ideas and to a better, a more orderly, arrangment of them. 
It is not true that organization is a principle foreign to 
experience. Otherwise experience would be so cjispersive 
as to be chaotic. The experience of young children centers 
about persons and the home. Disturbance of the normal 
order of relationships in the family is now known by psy* 
chiatrists to be a fertile source of later mental and emo- 
tional troubles — 2l fact which testifies to the reality of this 
kind of organization. One of the great advances in early 
school education, in the kindergarten and early grades, is 
that it preserves the social and human center of the or- 
ganization of experience, instead of the older violent shift 
of the center of gravity. 

But one of the outstanding problems of education, as of 
music, is modulation. In the case of education, modulation 
means movement from a social and human center toward 
a more objective intellectual scheme of organization, al- 
ways bearing in mind, however, that intellectual organiza- 
tion is not an end in itself but is the means by which so- 
cial relations, distinctively human ties and bonds, may be 
understood and more intelligently ordered. 

When education is based in theory and practice upon 
experience, it goes without sa3dng that the organized sub- 
ject-matter of the adult and the specialist cannot provide 
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the starting point. Nevertheless, it represents the goal to- 
ward whidi education should continuously move. 

Nothing can be more absurd educationally than to 
make a plea for a variety of active occupations in the 
school while decrying the need for progressive organiza- 
tion of information and ideas. Intelligent activity is dis- 
tinguished from aimless activity by the fact that it in- 
volves selection of means — ^analysis— out of the variety of 
conditions that are present, and their arrangement — syn- 
thesis — to reach an intended aim or purpose. 

Unless the problem of intellectual organization can be 
worked out on the ground of experience, reaction is sure 
to occur toward externally imposed methods of organiza- 
tion. There are signs of this reaction already in evidence. 
We are told that our schools, old and new, are failing in 
the main task. They do not develop, it is said, the capac- 
ity for critical discrimination and the ability to reason. 
The ability to think is smothered, we are told, by accu- 
mulation of miscellaneous ill-digested information, and by 
the attempt to acquire forms of skill which will be im- 
mediately useful in the business and commercial world. 
We are told that these evils spring from the influence of 
science and from the magnification of present require- 
ments at the expense of the tested cultural heritage from 
the past. It is argued that science and its method must be 
subordinated; that we must return to the logic of ultimate 
first principles expressed in the logic of Aristotle and St. 
Thomas, in order that the young may have sure anchor- 
age in their intellectual and moral life, and not be at the 
mercy of every passing breeze that blows. 

If the method of science bad ever been consistently 
aM continuously applied throughout the day-by-day work 
of the school in all subjects, I should be more impressed 
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by this emotional appeal than I am. I see at bottom but 
two alternatives between which education must choose if 
it is not to drift aimlessly. One of them is expressed by 
the attempt to induce educators to return to the intellec- 
tual methods and ideals that arose centuries before scien- 
tific method was developed. The appeal may be tempo* 
rarily successful in a period when general insecurity, emo- 
tional and intellectual as well as economic, is rife. For 
under these conditions the desire to lean on fixed author- 
ity is active. Nevertheless, it is so out of touch with all 
the conditions of modern life that I believe it is folly to 
seek salvation in this direction. The other alternative is 
systematic utilization of scientific method as the pattern 
and ideal of intelligent exploration and exploitation of the 
potentialities inherent in experience. 

In the first place, the experimental method of science 
attaches more importance, not less, to ideas as ideas than 
do other methods. There is no such thing as experiment in 
the scientific sense unless action is directed by some lead- 
ing idea. The fact that the ideas employed are hypotheses, 
not final truths, is the reason why ideas are more jealously 
guarded and tested in science than anywhere else. The 
moment they are taken to be first truths in themselves 
there ceases to be any reason for scrupulous examination 
of them. As fixed truths they must be accepted and that 
is the end of the matter. But as hypotheses, they , must 
be continuously tested and revised, a requirement that de- 
mands they be accurately formulated. 

In the second place, ideas or hypotheses are tested by 
the consequences which they produce when they are acted 
upon. This fact means that the consequences of action 
must be carefully and discriminatingly observed. Activity 
that is not checked by observation of what follows from it 
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may be temporarily enjoyed. But intellectually it leads 
nowhere. It does not provide knowledge about the situa- 
tions in which action occurs nor does it lead to clarifica- 
tion and expansion of ideas. 

In the third place, the method of intelligence manifested 
in the experimental method demands keeping track of 
ideas, activities, and observed consequences. Keeping track 
is a matter of reflective review and summarizing, in which 
there are both discrimination and record of the significant 
features of a developing experience. To reflect is to look 
back over what has been done so as to extract the net 
meanings which are the capital stock for intelligent deal- 
ing with further experiences. It is the heart of intellectual 
organization and of the disciplined mind. 

I am aware that the emphasis I have placed upon scien- 
tific method may be misleading, for it may result only in 
calling up the special technique of laboratory research as 
that is conducted by specialists. But the meaning of the 
emphasis placed upon scientific method has little to do 
with specialized techniques. It means that scientific 
method is the only authentic means at our command for 
getting at the significance of our everyday experiences of 
the world in which we live. It means that scientific method 
provides a working pattern of the way in which and the 
conditions under which experiences are used to lead ever 
onward and outward. 

At every level there is an expanding development of 
experience if experience is educative in effect. Conse- 
quently, whatever the level of experience, we have no 
choice but either to operate in accord with the pattern it 
provides or else to neglect the place of intelligence in the 
development and control of a living and moving experi- 


ence. 
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VI • Means and End of Education*^ 

In what I have said I have taken for granted the sound- 
ness of the principle that education in order to accomplish 
its ends both for the individual learner and for society 
must be based upon experience — ^which is always the ac- 
tual life-experience of some individual. I have not argued 
for the acceptance of this principle nor attempted to jus- 
tify it. Conservatives as well as radicals in education are 
profoundly discontented with the present educational sit- 
uation taken as a whole. There is at least this much agree- 
ment among intelligent persons of both schools of educa- 
tional thought. The educational system must move one 
way or another, either backward to the intellectual and 
moral standards of a pre-scientific age or forward to ever 
greater utilization of scientific method in the development 
of the possibilities of growing, expanding experience. I 
have but endeavored to point out some of the conditions 
which must be satisfactorily fulfilled if education takes 
the latter course. 

For I am so confident of the potentialities of education 
when it is treated as intelligently directed development of 
the possibilities inherent in ordinary experience that I do 
not feel it necessary to criticize here the other route nor 
to advance arguments in favor of taking the route of ex- 
perience. The only ground for anticipating failure in tak- 
ing this path resides to my mind in the danger that experi- 
ence and the experimental method will not be adequately 
conceived. There is no discipline in the world so severe as 
the discipline of experience subjected to the tests of intel- 
ligent development and direction. Hence the only ground 
I can see for even a temporary reaction against the stand- 

♦ From Experience and Education^ pp. 113-116. 
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ards, aims, and methods of the newer education is the fail- 
ure of educators who professedly adopt them to be faith- 
ful to them in practice. As I have emphasized more than 
once, the road of the new education is not an easier one to 
follow than the old road but a more strenuous and difficult 
one. It will remain so imtil it has attained its majority and 
that attainment will require many years of serious coop- 
erative work on the part of its adherents. The greatest 
danger that attends its future is, I believe, the idea that 
it is an easy way to follow, so easy that its course may be 
improvised, if not in an impromptu fashion, at least almost 
from day to day or from week to week. It is for this rea- 
son that instead of extolling its principles, I have confined 
myself to showing certain conditions which must be fulfill- 
ed if it is to have the successful career which by right be- 
longs to it. 

I have used frequently in what precedes the words **pro- 
gressive^' and ^^new” education. I do not wish to close, 
however, without recording my firm belief that the funda- 
mental issue is not of new versus old education nor of 
progressive against traditional education but a question of 
what anything whatever must be to be worthy of the 
name education, I am not, I hope and believe, in favor of 
any ends or any methods simply because the name pro- 
gressive may be applied to them. The basic question con- 
cerns the nature of education with no qualifying adjectives 
prefixed. What we want and need is education pure and 
simple, and we shall make surer and faster progress when 
we devote ourselves to finding out just what education is 
and what conditions have to be satisfied in order that 
education may be a reality and not a name or a slogan. 
It is for this reason alone that I have emphasized the 
need for a sound philosophy of experience. 



CHAPTER TWELVE 


THE SCHOOLS AND THE SOCIAL 
WELFARE 

I - The Schools in the Social Order* 

IT is significant that the great movement for tax-sup- 
ported public education had its strong impetus in the thir- 
ties of the nineteenth century, a time of general economic 
depression. For the fact is not wholly a coincidence. 
Labor leaders were among the chief backers of the move- 
ment. This is not the place for a review of the positive 
accomplishments of the movement. They are familiar and 
are often eulogized, and not without just reason. In many 
of the States of the Union Huxley’s ladder from the kin^ 
dergarten through the university is an established fact. 
But now, a century later, in the midst of a still greater 
economic crisis, there is again a period of a new educa- 
tional demand and unrest. It is a time to take stock and 
to consider why and how the existing educational system 
has Idled to meet the needs of the present and the im- 
minent future. 

Fart of the reason is found in the educational tradition 
itself. Elementary schooling was everywhere in the past 
devoted to the promotion of literacy. It was identifi^ 
with acquiring skill in reading, writing and figuring. Our 
ancestors would have been possessed of uncanny insight 
and imagination if they bad thought of the purpose of the 

* From Education and the Sodal Order, a pamphlet pubMed by 
the League for Industrial Democracy. 
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common school in any other than traditional terms* 
Higher education was almost equally controlled by con- 
cern for symbols, namely, advanced mathematics and for- 
eign languages. 

Moreover, aside from the tradition of the schools, there 
were especial reasons for the emphasis put upon elemen- 
tary literacy in this country. The “Three are at all 
times the tools for introduction into higher studies; they 
have to be mastered if further initiation is to occur. And 
there were definite industrial and political causes for em- 
phasis upon them in pioneer America. Manhood suffrage 
was becoming general. A mass of illiterate voters was an 
obvious menace. Industrialization was commencing, and 
the shop worker had a greater need for letters than the 
agrarian peasant of the old world. Above all the idea of 
opportunity was in the social atmosphere. Ambition that 
children should have a better chance than their parents 
was almost universal. The mastery of letters was the 
open sesame. Sparse pioneer communities had few cultural 
facilities. Reading matter was scanty and yet was the only 
means of access to the world’s culture. The legend of 
Abraham Lincoln poring over his books by the light of 
the hearthfire is an authentic symbol of the general rev- 
erence for letters. 

The social and intellectual climate inevitably strength- 
ened the old type of school education. For life outside the 
school, at least until after the Civil War, provided abun- 
dant opportunity for “practical” education. Many indus- 
tries were still domestic, and the village had its quota of 
small shops combining h^d work with elementary ma- 
chine processes. Moreover, unlike the modern big factory, 
the processes were open to view as well as simple and 
readily understood. The young people as they grew up 
“learned by doing.” They participated in what was going 
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on practically, as well as by observation and in imagina- 
tion. What is now called vocational education took care of 
itself to a large extent by the force of conditions in the 
home, farm and shop; this fact operated to reinforce the 
traditional devotion of the school to letters. 

The method and the aim of education corresponded to 
the conditions. The method was essentially inculcation — 
stamping in, in its literal sense. The main material of 
study was foreign and in a sense artificial. Dogberry to 
the contrary notwithstanding, reading and writing do not 
come by nature. Symbols are remote and alien, even 
when the material they convey are as familiar as “the cat 
on the mat.’’ Imposition, accompanied by penalties for 
non-compliance and rewards for submission, was upon 
the whole the acknowledged method. Pioneer life outside 
the school contained enough stimulus to free movement 
and personal initiative to confirm the traditional idea that 
youth was averse to learning. Thus habits bred outside 
school created conditions inside the school that made re- 
course to external imposition and enforced receptivity 
seem necessaiy. The traditional notion of “discipline” was 
developed under these circumstances. The little red school- 
house of our ancestors was a struggle of wits and often of 
main strength between pupils and teachers. 

The motivation, however, among the abler students was 
distinctly the appeal to getting on in the world, material 
success. In this respect, school conditions were in harr 
mony with conditions out of school, however much they 
were unlike in other respects. With a sparse population 
and seemingly unlimited natural resources, the appeal to 
personal ambition was almost boundless. There were aU 
ways new lands awaiting the enterprising, and mechanical 
invention was constantly opening new opportunities. Thfi 
social situation produced by the developing process of in- 
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dustrializaticoi was radicaUy different from that of the 
saturated industrialization we now have. 

Nor was the energy thus stimulated wholly selfish. 
Rugged individualism was not always a myth, nor were 
enterprise, initiative, sturdiness and personal thrift always 
such as to depress other members of the community. The 
country needed capital for its development of natural re- 
sources. Individualistic energy rendered real service to 
the community and the contrast between the lazy and 
idle, the thrifty and the ne’er-do-well had a genuine moral 
significance. 

But educationally the important point is that the spirit 
of getting ahead and the idea that personal advancement 
was the best way to *^serve the community” pervaded the 
school. It furnished the common ideal and operated as the 
dominant motive. And under the method of indoctrina- 
tion which prevailed it became the chief article in the 
moral and economic faith that was inculcated. It would 
be a great mistake to read back the situation of the last 
twenty years or so, and suppose that this indoctrination 
was the deliberate act of a capitalist class bent on secur- 
ing its own supremacy. 

The common faith was the cult of individual success by 
means of individual effort. Indoctrination is always most 
successful when it is both unconsciously given and uncon- 
sciously received. When indoctrination was the prevailing 
method in all subjects, the only cause for surprise would 
be if it had not been resorted to in promoting the gospel 
of individual salvation, worldly as well as other-worldly. 
And in this moral field, it fell in line with the influences 
of everyday life outside the school, instead of going con- 
trary as it did in most other subjects. Pupils were already 
inoculated by the atmosphere they breathed. The school 
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enabled the germs to flourish and to make the ideal con- 
scious. 

Needless to say, I have been speaking of the pioneer 
phase of the schools — of the period before the industrial 
expansion that was stimulated by the Civil War and its 
aftermath, and which acquired a momentum during the 
nineties of the last century that swept all before it. The 
last forty years have been a time of constant educational 
change. Most teachers are honestly bewildered when they 
are charged with conservatism or reactionary tendencies 
in their held. They can point in rebuttal to changes in 
their own school buildings that, compared with the cur- 
riculum and methods of a generation ago, seem nothing 
short of revolutionary. 

Relations of teacher and pupils have been humanized to 
a large extent. Older methods of “discipline” have been 
abolished or fallen into disuse. Much greater provision for 
activity within the school has been made in compensation 
for the curtailments enforced outside the school. Indoctri- 
nation in the school subjects has become more skilful and 
sugar-coated. Above all, new subjects and new courses of 
study have been introduced with almost startling rapidity. 
The world has never seen such a growth of school popula- 
tion in secondary and college education as in this country 
in the past forty years. School expansion in subjects, in 
courses, open to students and in numbers of students has 
kept pa(^ with the industrial expansion. 

Nevertheless there has been no fundamental change in 
spirit and motivation. Indeed, as industry and trade have 
expanded and wealth and the opportunities for enjoyment 
and power offered have grown, the individualistic philos- 
ophy of success and material advancement has also grown- 
The current psychology of the people has been capitalisti^i 



SCHOOLS AND SOCIAL WELFARE 


far beyond the coniines of the capitalists. It has permeated 
not only farmers but the wortdng class. Indeed, while some 
of the more idealistic immigrants have come here because 
of anticipated blessings of liberty, the great mass came be- 
cause they identified liberty with an opportunity for ma- 
terial advancement of themselves, their children and chil- 
dren’s children. 

The persistence of the earlier psychological and moral 
motivation has given the many sweeping educational 
changes to which I have referred a rather external charac- 
ter. Apart from change in basic attitudes, no thoroughgo- 
ing reorganization is possible. Indeed, the very addition 
of new subjects, going on as continually as it has done, 
has itsdlf produced an educational problem. 

It is a common complaint that there is multiplication of 
studies to the point of confusion and congestion, with the 
result of constant danger of superficiality and miscellane- 
ous scattering, so that students get a smattering of many 
subjects and a thorough mastery of none. The situation 
is a reflex of social aimlessness and dispersiveness. A so- 
ciety that is largely held together by the aim of many in- 
dividuals to get on as individuals is not really held to- 
gether at all. Changes occur with breathless rapidity, but 
they have little organization and next to no center and 
unified tendency. The curriculum of the schools reflects 
that situation. 

The argument, which is that of history itself, indicates 
the present dilemma, the present choice that must be 
made, and the present opportunity. There is only one 
way out of the existing educational confusion and drift. 
That way is the definite substitution of a social purpose, 
controlling methods of teaching and discipline and ma- 
terials of study, for the traditional individualistic aim. 
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And^ in the schools as in society generally, that change 
will signify more genuine development of individuality 
for the mass of individuals. For, in the firs^ place, it sig- 
nifies the substitution of methods of inquiry and mutual 
consultation and discussion for the methods of imposition 
and inculcation. I do not wish to imply that this method 
still exists in all its ancient force. In fact, teachers have 
worked out the technique already for the method that 
needs to be substituted. 

But the new method is not widely used and is still, 
even when employed, definitely limited in its range of ap- 
plication, and for two reasons. One of them concerns the 
emphasis that is put upon getting things under discussion 
settled, or in the vocabulary of the teacher making sure 
that pupils get the ‘^right answer.” It is impossible, I 
think, to exaggerate the hold that this attitude has upon 
teaching in the schools. Problems are brought up but only 
that they may be solved and put to bed. There is current 
the opinion that the only alternative to this course is to 
leave students’ minds in a state of confusion. To some ex- 
tent such is the result, but it is mainly because they have 
already been imbued through texts and teachers with the 
notion there is already in existence the “right” answer to 
every question that is brought up. 

The real alternative to settling questions is not mental 
confusion, but the development of a spirit of curiosity that 
will keep the student in an attitude of inquiry and of 
search for new light. If the result is simply to leave the 
student with the idea that there are two sides to the ques- 
tion and that there is a great deal to be said on both sides, 
the effect may be only a new version of the right answer 
affair; there are now two sides instead of just one. But the 
open mind is a nuisance if it is merely passively open to 
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allow anything to find its way into a vacuous mind behind 
the opening. It is significant only as it is the mark of an 
actively searching mind, one on the alert for further 
knowledge and understanding. The basic trouble with 
much teaching, which on some grounds is excellent, is that 
it does not create wants in the mind, wants in the sense of 
demands that will go on operating on their own initiative. 

This fact brings me to the other reason why the method 
of external imposition is only scotched, not killed. We live 
in a world that is changing, not settled and fixed. Even 
the best established of the natural sciences, physics, is full 
of unsolved questions and charged with rapid change. But 
the obvious matter is that the social world is in a state of 
flux, and that we go on teaching as if the Constitution 
and our forefathers had finally determined all important 
social and political questions — ^a method that leaves pupils 
later in life ready victims of propaganda and publicity 
agents. Method is relative to subject-matter and not much 
of the subject-matter of actual economic and social facts 
and forces finds its way into even the average high school. 

In short we teach the doings and impart the skills of 
the past, and severely leave alone the forces of the pres- 
ent that are creating the future in which the graduates of 
our school will some day find themselves. We educate for 
a static social order which does not exist. We educate for 
the status quo and when the students go forth they do not 
find anything so settled that it can be called anything of 
a static kind. What I have said about studying the past 
does not apply alone or even chiefly to history. In gen- 
eral the students are concerned to learn the ackievements 
of the past, whether they be in history, geography, arith- 
metic, science or civics. They do not learn how these 
achievements were brought about nor do they learn the re- 
lation of the present to these achievements. 
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II • Education and Social Change* 

Attention has been continually called of late to the fact 
that society is in process of change, and that the schools 
tend to lag behind. We are all familiar with the pleas that 
are urged to bring education in the schools into closer re- 
lation with the forces that are producing social change 
and with the needs that arise from these changes. Prob- 
ably no question has received so much attention in edu- 
cational discussion during the past few years as the prob- 
lem of integration of the schools with social life. Upon 
these general matters, I could hardly do more than reiter- 
ate what has often been said. 

Nevertheless, there is as yet little consensus of opinion 
as to what the schools can do in relation to the forces of 
social change and how they should do it. There are those 
who assert in effect that the schools must simply reflect 
social changes that have already occurred, as best they 
may. Some would go so far as to make the work of schools 
virtually parasitic. Others hold that the schools should 
take an active part in directing social change, and share 
in the construction of a new social order. Even among the 
latter there is, however, marked difference of attitude. 
Some think the schools should assume this directive role 
by means of indoctrination; others oppose this method. 
Even if there were more unity of thought than exists, 
there would still be the practical problem of overcoming 
institutional inertia so as to realize in fact an agreed-upon 
program. 

There is, accordingly, no need to justify further discus- 
sion of the problem of the relation of education to social 
change. I shall do what I can, then, to indicate the factors 
that seem to me to enter into the problem, together with 
some of the reasons that prove that the schools do have a 

♦ From The Social Frontier, May 1937, 
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role — and an important one — in production of social 
change. 

One factor inherent in the situation is that schools do 
follow and reflect the social “order'^ that exists. I do not 
make this statement as a grudging admission, nor yet in 
order to argue that they should not do so. I make it rather 
as a statement of a conditioning factor which supports the 
conclusion that the schools thereby do take part in the de- 
termination of a future social order; and that, accordingly, 
the problem is not whether the schools should participate 
in the production of a future society (since they do so any- 
way) but whether they should do it blindly and irrespon- 
sibly or with the maximum possible of courageous intelli- 
gence and responsibility. 

The grounds that lead me to make this statement are as 
follows: The existing state of society, which the schools 
reflect, is not something fixed and uniform. The idea that 
such is the case is a self-imposed hallucination. Social con- 
ditions are not only in process of change, but the changes 
going on are in different directions, so different as to pro- 
duce social confusion and conflict. There is no single and 
clear-cut pattern that pervades and holds together in a 
unified way the social conditions and forces that operate. 
It requires a good deal of either ignorance or intellectual 
naivete to suppose that these changes have all been tend- 
ing to one coherent social outcome. The plaint of the con- 
servative about the imperiling of old and time-tried values 
and truths, and the efforts of reactionaries to stem the tide 
of changes that occur, are sufficient evidence, if evidence 
be needed to the contrary. 

Of course the schools have mirrored the social changes 
that take place. The notion that the educational S3rstem 
has been static is too absurd for notice; it has been and 
still is in a state of flux. 
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The fact that it is possible to argue about the desirabil- 
ity of many of the changes that have occurred, and to give 
valid reasons for deploring aspects of the flux, is not rele- 
vant to the main point. For the stronger the arguments 
brought forth on these points, and the greater the amount 
of evidence produced to show that the educational system 
is in a state of disorder and confusion, the greater is the 
proof that the schools have responded to, and have re- 
flected, social conditions which are themselves in a state 
of confusion and conflict. 

Do those who hold the idea that the schools should not 
attempt to give direction to social change accept compla- 
cently the confusion that exists, because the schools have 
followed in the track of one social change after another? 
They certainly do not, although the logic of their position 
demands it. For the most part they are severe critics of 
the existing state of education. They are as a rule opposed 
to the studies called modern and the methods called pro- 
gressive. They tend to favor return to older types of 
studies and to strenuous “disciplinary^^ methods. What 
does this attitude mean? Does it not show that its advo- 
cates in reality adopt the position that the schools can do 
something to affect positively and constructively social 
conditions? For they hold in effect that the school should 
discriminate with respect to the social forces that play 
upon it; that instead of accepting the latter in toto, edu- 
cation should select and organize in a given direction. The, 
adherents of this view can hardly believe that the effect 
of selection and organization will stop at the doors of 
school rooms. They must expect some ordering and heal- 
ing influence to be exerted sooner or later upon the struc- 
ture and movement of life outside. What they are really 
doing when they deny directive social effect to education 
is to express their opposition to some of the directions 
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social change is actually taking, and their choice of other 
social forces as those with which education should throw 
in its lot so as to promote as far as may be their victory 
in the strife of forces. They are conservatives in education 
because they are socially conservative and vice-versa. 

This is as it should be in the interest of clearness and 
consistency of thought and action. If these conservatives 
in education were more aware of what is involved in their 
position, and franker in stating its implications, they 
would help bring out the real issue. It is not whether the 
schools shall or shall not influence the course of future 
social life, but in what direction they shall do so and how. 
In some fashion or other, the schools will influence social 
life an3nvay. But they can exercise such influence in differ- 
ent ways and to different ends, and the important thing is 
to become conscious of these different ways and ends, so 
that an intelligent choice may be made, and so that if 
opposed choices are made, the further conflict may at 
least be carried on with understanding of what is at stake, 
and not in the dark. 

There are three possible directions of choice. Educators 
may act so as to perpetuate the present confusion and pos- 
sibly increase it. That will be the result of drift, and under 
present conditions to drift is in the end to make a choice. 
Or they may select the newer scientific, technological, and 
cultural forces that are producing change in the old order; 
may estimate the direction in which they are moving and 
their outcome if they are given freer play, and see what 
can be done to make the schools their ally. Or, educators 
may become intelligently conservative and strive to make 
the schools a force in maintaining the old order intact 
against the impact of new forces. 

If the second course is chosen — ^as of course I believe it 
should be — the problem will be other than merely that of 
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accelerating the rate of the change that is going on. The 
problem will be to develop the insight and understanding 
that will enable the youth who go forth from the schools 
to take part in the great work of construction and organi- 
zation that will have to be done, and to equip them with 
the attitudes and habits of action that will make their 
understanding and insight practically effective. 

There is much that can be said for an intelligent con- 
servatism. I do not know anything that can be said for 
perpetuation of a wavering, uncertain, confused condition 
of social life and education. Nevertheless, the easiest thing 
is to refrain from fundaipental thinking and let things go 
on drifting. Upon the basis of any other policy than drift 
— ^which after all is a policy, though a blind one — every 
special issue and problem, whether that of selection and 
organization of subject-matter of study, of methods of 
teaching, of school buildings and equipment, of school ad- 
ministration, is a special phase of the inclusive and funda- 
mental problem: What movement of social forces, eco- 
nomic, political, religious, cultural, shall the school take to 
be controlling in its aims and methods, and with which 
forces shall the school align itself? 

Failure to discuss educational problems from this point 
of view but intensifies the existing confusion. Apart from 
this background, and outside of this, perspective, educa- 
tional questions have to be settled ad hac and are speed- 
ily unsettled. What is suggested does not mean that the 
schools shall throw themselves into the political and eco- 
nomic arena and take sides with some party there. I am 
not talking about parties; I am talking about social forces 
and their movement. In spite of absolute claims that are 
made for this party or that, it is altogether probable that 
existing parties and sects themselves sufier from existing 
confusions and conflicts, so that the understanding, the 
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ideas, and attitudes that control their policies, need re- 
education and re-orientation. I know that there are some 
who think that the implications of what I have said point 
to abstinence and futility; that they negate the stand 
first taken. But I am surprised when educators adopt this 
position, for it shows a profound lack of faith in their own 
calling. It assumes that education as education has noth- 
ing or next to nothing to contribute; that formation of 
understanding and disposition counts for nothing; that 
only immediate overt action counts and that it can count 
equally whether or not it has been modified by education. 

Before leaving this aspect of Jhe subject, I wish to re- 
cur to the utopian nature of the idea that the schools can 
be completely neutral. This idea sets up an end incapable 
of accomplishment. So far as it is acted upon, it has a 
definite social effect, but that effect is, as I have said, per- 
petuation of disorder and increase of blind because unin- 
telligent conflict. Practically, moreover, the weight of 
such action falls upon the reactionary side. Perhaps the 
most effective way of re-inforcing reaction under the 
name of neutrality, consists in keeping the oncoming gen- 
eration ignorant of the conditions in which they live and 
the issues they have to face. This effect is the more pro- 
nounced because it is subtle and indirect; because neither 
teachers nor those taught are aware of what they are do- 
ing and what is being done to them. Clarity can develop 
only in the extent to which there is frank acknowledg- 
ment of the basic issue: Where shall the social emphasis 
of school life and work fall, and what are the educational 
policies which correspond to this emphasis? 

Ill • Educators and the Class Struggle* 

I find myself rather confused by the articles that have 
♦ From The Social Frontier, May 1936. 



EDUCATORS AND CLASS STRUGGLE ^97 

appeared in The Social Frontier urging that educators 
adopt the class concept as their intellectual guide and 
practical dynamic. I do not know just' what is meant by 
the class concept; what its implications are, intellectual 
and practical. The arguments, when boiled down, seem to 
amount to the following: 

A radical reconstruction of the existing social order is 
demanded. The needed reconstruction is opposed by the 
powerful class now in control of social affairs, whose 
property, power, and prestige are threatened by the 
reconstruction that is required. On the other side are 
the workers who suffer in countless ways from the pres- 
ent social order and who will be the gainers in security, 
freedom, and opportunity, by basic change. Teachers are 
workers and their own class interest is with fellow-work- 
ers. Moreover, social consciousness and social con- 
science should lead them to side with the workers; they 
belong on that side of the struggle that is going on. 
Now my confusion arises because I do not see the bear 
ing of these considerations, even if they are admitted, 
upon the conclusion drawn; namely, that the concept of 
the class struggle is the one which will give educators the 
intellectual and practical direction they need. In fact, this 
conclusion seems to me to be of the nature of a non- 
sequltur. At least it seems to be a non-sequitur except 
upon the basis of an unexpressed premise. This premise, 
made explicit, would be to the effect that recognition of 
certain facts, namely, those of class struggle, is sufficient 
to give direction to the thinking and activity that are to 
be brought to bear upon the facts. I can see that the em- 
pirical facts, as far as they are admitted to be facts, con- 
stitute a most serious problem. I do not see how the terms 
of a social problem are identical with the method of its 
solution, certainly not with a solution by any experimen- 
tal method. I do not see how they constitute the leading 
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ideas that will give direction to the efforts of educators. 
To know the empirical facts is one condition of experi- 
mental method; but the question of what to do about the 
facts and how to do it is another matter. 

When the importance of the concept of class and class 
war is urged by those who have no use for the experi- 
mental point of view, I do not experience the confusion 
I have spoken of. For example J do not find the gap I 
have mentioned in the position of communists of the cur- 
rent Marxist-Leninist type. For their premise is that class 
struggle is and always has been the source of social 
change; that class struggle by means of the forces of ma- 
terial productivity conditions the nature, the rise, and the 
fall of all social and cultural institutions; that at present 
the war is between the capitalist bourgeoisie and the pro- 
letariat; that the irrepressible conflict now going on will 
finally break out into overt civil war; that the end of the 
struggle will be the dictatorship of the proletariat as the 
means of final transition to a classless society. There is 
no ambiguity in this view. It is clear-cut and simple, for 
it rests upon the assumption that the class struggle deter- 
mines of itself the course of events and their issue, either 
automatically or else because a sufficient number of per- 
sons become aware of the class struggle and become class 
conscious. 

If this is the point of view of ttose who urge upon ed- 
ucators the importance of the class concept, it is free from 
the confusion to which I have referred. But such does not 
seem to be the case with some, I mention two points of 
serious difference. One of the articles points out that there 
is a subjective factor in every coUf^pt of class. This point 
of view is adequately stated in the article of Dr. Childs, 
who says: ^^All classifications are tools made for a pur- 
pose.” From the standpoint of cUtrent Marxian ortho- 
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doxy, this position is thoroughly heterodox. For, accord- 
ing to the latter, the class concept is a strictly jpealistic 
apprehension of the existing social reality and of that 
which will exist. 

Tl^e further difference that follows is of even greater 
significance. It concerns the nature of the educational 
process. If the essential facts are all in, and if these facts 
in and of themselves decide the nature of educational pol- 
icy, then, when the essential facts are said to be those of 
class struggle, it follows that education becomes simply a 
matter of inculcation — in short, of agitation and propa- 
ganda. But some at least of those who urge the impor- 
tance of the class concept do not seem to draw this con- 
clusion. Yet what is the point of the class concept as a 
determining factor in educational procedure unless it is to 
have such a controlling influence on the latter that educa- 
tion becomes a special form of constant indoctrination? 
And in that case what becomes of the plea for freedom 
in teaching? Is it a plea merely for freedom to inculcate 
a certain view of society, logically entailing lack of free- 
dom for presentation of other views? 

The point may be made clearer by supposing that one 
adopts the position implied in the following question of 
Dr. Childs: “Is it not highly probable that they [a myr- 
iad of interest groups] will merge into large classes and 
that American society ultimately will be divided into 
those who advocate and those who oppose this drastic re- 
construction?” If one believes that this is likely to hap- 
pen, what then? Shall the educator as an educator endea- 
vor to hasten and intensify the division? And what atti- 
tude shall he take toward the problem of how drastic so- 
cial reconstruction is to be affected? Does education have 
anything to do with development of the attitudes and con- 
victions that influence the manner of the transition? Put- 
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ting the question in an extreme form, is it the task of ed- 
ucators^ because of acceptance of the class concept, to in- 
tensify a consciousness of class division and class war, or 
is it to help determine the kind of social awareness that is 
to exist so that the transformation may be accomplished, 
as far as possible, by educational means instead of by con- 
flict? What kind of “classes” are we to have, as far as ed- 
ucation has anything to say on that matter, whether its 
influence be light or great? Is it enough, for the purpose of 
effecting the needed social transformation, that the ex- 
ploited class become conscious that it is an exploited group 
and then try to gain the physical or even the political pow- 
er to become the dominant class? From the standpoint of 
those who put their faith in the idea that a violent revo- 
lution is the solution, and that subsequent dictatorship by 
a class is the best or only means to effect the transforma- 
tion, it is quite possible that this is enough, that anything 
else would tend to hinder the day of reconstruction. But 
I have difficulty in imagining any educator taking this 
point of view unless he has abandoned in advance all faith 
in education. 

I hope the point of these questions is clear. What does 
the acceptance of the class concept mean for the work of 
the educators? I cannot but think that the acceptance of 
a social point of view rather than that of a special class 
has led those who have advocated the class concept to 
adopt the convictions they hold about the place of educa- 
tion in social transformation. If this is so, it would seem as 
if this broader and more inclusive point of view is the one 
from which they should carry on their educational work. 
The acceptance of this point of view does not mean that 
they should close their minds to the injustices and inequi- 
ties of the present order, to their effects — ^impoverishment 
and insecurity — or to the disastrous effect of these tragic 
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evils iipon the culture of all groups in society. But cer- 
tainly those who believe that education in the schools has 
some part to play in bringing about social transformation 
have a greater responsibility than any others to consider 
the means by which the transformation is to be brought 
about and the especial place of educational means among 
the total means. Except as educators accept the current 
Marxian view of the means that are alone necessary, I can 
but conclude that my confusion in reading what has been 
said is a result of a confusion on the part of the writers. 
They seem to convert a just plea that educators should 
become aware of the existence of social injustice, oppres- 
sion, and disorder into the idea that this recognition suf- 
fices of itself to determine educational policies and meth- 
ods. I repeat that such recognition forms a significant 
part of the problem of education, but it does not provide 
a key to its solution. 

For an American, at least, the acceptance of a social in- ' 
stead of an exclusive class point of view, means acceptance 
of the democratic idea as the frame of reference and the 
source of the directive ideas of educational action. I am 
most happy to associate myself with the position taken on 
this matter by Dr. Raup in his article in the January, 
1936, number of this journal. The issue of whether educa- 
tors shall stay out of the process of social transformation 
or shall participate in it is quite another question from 
that of whether their participation shall be controlled by 
the class concept. To see this point seems to me the be- 
ginning of clarity of thought upon the whole matter. And 
there need be no fear that honest adoption of the demo- 
cratic idea and criterion will lead to apathy and com- 
placency — ^save in the case of those so intellectually dis- 
honest that they would find some evasion in any case. The 
democratic frame of reference is capable of energizing 
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action as well as of directing critical reflection and educa- 
tional thou^t. 

As far as I can see, the ambiguity in the concept of class 
orientation arises from confusing orientation toward a 
class, the class of workers, with orientation by a class in- 
terest. One^s sympathies and, as occasion presents itself, 
one^s efforts may well be with workers as against an ex- 
ploiting class. But one’s frame of values and one’s con- 
trolling framework of ideas may nevertheless be derived 
from a sense of a comprehensive social interest. As I read 
the articles to which reference has been made, this larger 
sense is in fact their animating spirit. The writers urge 
teachers to recognize that they too are workers and that 
their function and their success in performing their func- 
tion are bound up with the struggle in which workers are 
engaged. I am not taking exception to this point of view 
nor am I urging that teachers should be “neutral” — an im- 
possibility in any case. It is possible to be alert and active 
in the struggle for social reorganization and yet recognize 
that it is social reorganization that is required, and that it 
must be undertaken in the social, rather than a class in- 
terest. Because I am persuaded the writers recognize that 
educational means and methods, rather than those of 
brute force, should play as large a part as possible in 
bringing about the reorganization, I am concerned lest 
they urge their plea from the standpoint of a class rather 
than from that of our democratic tradition and its meth- 
ods. 

IV The Schools and Religions* 

It seems hard that a generation which has accumu- 
lated not only material wealth, but intellectual riches, to 

♦ From Characters and Events, vol. II, pp. 504-516. (First pub- 
lished in The Bibbert Journal, July 1908 under title ^‘Religion and 
Our Schools.”) 
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the extent that it is compelled to pull down its barns — ^its 
systems of philosophy and doctrine — and build greater, 
should be lacking in just that grace and sanction of life 
which ignorant and poor people have possessed as matter 
of course. But our learnedly self-conscious generation is 
also mechanical. It has a tool for everything, and almost 
everything has become for it a tool. Why, then, should we 
longer suffer from deficiency of religion? We have dis- 
covered our lack: let us set the machinery in motion which 
will supply it. We have mastered the elements of physical 
well-being; we can make light and heat to order, and can 
command the means of transportation. Let us now put 
a similar energy, goodwill, and thoughtfulness into the 
control of the things of the spiritual life. Having got so 
far as to search for proper machinery, the next step is 
easy. Education is the modern universal purveyor, and 
upon the schools shall rest the responsibility for seeing to 
it that we recover our threatened religious heritage. 

I cannot expect that those who are now especially con- 
cerned with the maintenance and the spread of conscious 
and explicit religious instruction (for the time being one 
must use this question-begging epithet) will recognise 
their attitude or intention in what I have just said. And 
it has no application to those who are already committed 
to special dogmas of religion which are the monopoly of 
special ecclesiastic institutions. With respect to them, the 
fight for special agencies and peculiar materials and 
methods of education in religion is a natural part of their 
business: just as, however, it is the business of those who 
do not believe that religion is a monopoly or a protected 
industry to contend, in the interest both of education 
and of religion, for keeping the ^schools free from what 
they must regard as a false ibias. Those who believe that 
human nature without special divine assistance is lost, who 
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believe that they have in their charge the special channels 
through which the needed assistance is conveyed, must, 
naturally, be strenuous in keeping open these channels to 
the minds of men. But when the arguments for special 
religious education at special times and places by special 
means proceed from philosophic sources — from those 
whose primary premise is denial of any breach between 
man and the world and God, then a sense of unreality 
comes over me. The arguments perforce translate them- 
selves ironically. They seem to say that, since religion is 
a universal function of life, we must particularly safe- 
guard it lest it disappear; that since religion is the con- 
sciousness of the spiritual import of experience, we must 
find mechanical appliances for developing it. 

Those who approach religion and education from the 
side of unconstrained reflection, not from the side of tradi- 
tion, are of necessity aware of the tremendous transforma- 
tion of intellectual attitude effected by the systematic 
denial of the supernatural; they are aware of the changes 
it imports not merely in special dogma and rites, but in 
the interpretation of the world, and in the projection of 
social, and, hence, moral life. It testifies to the current 
unreality of philosophy (itself probably a product of that 
forced idealism in which modern thought has taken ref- 
uge) that philosophers should seem to think that great 
intellectual generalizations may be, as it were, plastered 
over life to label its contents, and not imply profound 
practical alterations within life itself. In no other way is 
it easy to account for the attitude of those who are con- 
vinced of the final departure of the supernatural interpre- 
tation of the world and of man, and who yet think that 
agencies like the church and the school must not be 
thoroughly reconstructed before they can be fit organs for 
nurturing types of religious feeling and thought which 
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are consistent with modern democracy and modern science. 

That science has the same spiritual import as super- 
naturalism; that democracy translates into the same re- 
ligious attitude as did feudalism; that it is only a matter 
of slight changes of phraseology, a development of old 
symbolisms into new shades of meaning — ^such beliefs 
testify to that torpor of imagination which is the uniform 
effect of dogmatic belief. The reconstruction of the Church 
is a matter which concerns, indeed, the whole community 
so far as its outcome is concerned; while the responsibility 
for its initiation belongs primarily to those within the 
churches. The burden of conducting the development, the 
reconstruction, of other educational agencies belongs, 
however, primarily to the community as a whole. With 
respect to its intellectual aspect, its philosophy, it belongs 
especially to those who, having become conscious in some 
degree of the modern ideas of nature, of man and society, 
are best able to forecast the direction which social changes 
are taking. It is lucidity, sincerity, and the sense of 
reality which demand that, until the non-supematural 
view is more completely elaborated in all its implications 
and is more completely in possession of the machinery of 
education, the schools shall keep bands off and shall do as 
little as possible. 

W'e need, however, to accept the responsibilities of liv- 
ing in an age marked by the greatest intellectual readjust- 
ment history records. There is undoubted loss of joy, of 
consolation, of some types of strength, and of some sources 
of inspiration in the change. There is a manifest increase 
of uncertainty; there is some paralysis of energy, and 
much excessive application of energy in materialistic di- 
rections. Yet nothing is gained by deliberate effort to re^ 
tui^n to ideas which have become incredible, and to sym- 
bols which have been emptied of their content of obvious 
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meaning. Nothing can be gained by moves which will in- 
crease confusion and obscurity, which tend to an emo- 
tional hypocrisy and to a phrase-mongering or formulae 
which seem to mean one thing and really import the op- 
posite. Bearing the losses and inconveniences of our time 
as best we may, it is the part of men to labor persistently 
and patiently for the clarification and development of the 
positive creed of life implicit in democracy and in science, 
and to work for the transformation of all practical instru- 
mentalities of education till they are in harmony with 
these ideas. Till these ends are further along than we can 
honestly claim them to be at present, it is better that our 
schools should do nothing than that they should do wrong 
things. It is better for them to confine themselves to their 
obviously urgent tasks than that they should, under the 
name of spiritual culture, form habits of mind which are 
at war with the habits of mind congruous with democracy 
and with science. It is not laziness nor cynicism which 
calls for this policy; it is honesty, courage, sobriety, and 
faith. 

If one inquires why the American tradition is so strong 
against any connection of State and Church, why it dreads 
even the rudiments of religious teaching in state-main- 
tained schools, the immediate and superficial answer is 
not far to seek. The cause was not, mainly, religious indif- 
ference, much less hostility to Christianity, although the 
eighteenth century deism played an important role. The 
cause lay largely in the diversity and vitality of the vari- 
ous denominations, each fairly sure that, with a fair field 
and no favor, it could make its own way; and each ani- 
mated by a jealous fear that, if any connection of State 
and Church were permitted, some rival denomination 
would get an unfair advantage. But there was a deeper 
and by no means wholly unconscious influence at work* 
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The United States became a nation late enough in the 
history of the world to profit by the growth of that modern 
(although Greek) thing — the state consciousness. This na- 
tion was born under conditions which enabled it to share 
in and to appropriate the idea that the state life, the vi- 
tality of the social whole, is of more importance than the 
flourishing of any segment or class. So far as church insti- 
tutions were concerned, the doctrine of popular sover- 
eignty was a reality, not a literary or legal fiction. Upon 
the economic side, the nation was born too soon to learn 
the full force of the state idea as against the class idea. 
Our fathers naively dreamed of the continuation of pio- 
neer conditions and the free opportunity of every individ- 
ual, and took none of the precautions to maintain the 
supremacy of the state over that of the class which newer 
commonwealths are taking. For that lack of foresight we 
are paying dearly, and are like to pay more dearly. But 
the lesson of the two and a half centuries lying between 
the Protestant revolt and the formation of the nation was 
well learned as respected the necessity of maintaining the 
integrity of the state as against all divisive ecclesiastical 
divisions. Doubtless many of our ancestors would have 
been somewhat shocked to realize the full logic of their 
own attitude with respect to the subordination of churches 
to the state (falsely termed the separation of Church and 
State) ; but the state idea was inherently of such vitality 
and constructive force as to carry the practical result, with 
or without conscious perception of its philosophy. And any 
general agitation in the United States of the question of 
religious instruction in the schools could have but one ex- 
planation. It would mean that, from economic segregation 
and unassimilated immigration, the state-consciousness of 
the country had been sapped by the growth of social 
factions. 
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As I recall, some of the Platonic dialogues discuss the 
question whether virtue can be taught, and all of them 
contain overtones or reminiscences of the topic. For the 
discussion led a long way. What is virtue? That is not an 
altogether easy question; and since to answer it we must 
know virtue and not merely have opinions about it, it will 
be well to find out what knowledge is. Moreover, teaching 
implies learning, and learning is coming to know, or 
knowledge in process of learning. What, then, is the con- 
nection of the becoming of knowledge with the being of 
knowledge? And since the teaching of virtue means, not 
getting knowledge “about” virtue, but the conversion of 
character to the good, what, after all, is the relation be- 
tween becoming good and that becoming wise which is the 
result of learning? 

Somehow, I am more aware that Plato discusses all 
these questions than I am certain of any final answer to 
the question whether virtue may be taught. Yet I seem to 
recall some hypothetical suggestions for an answer. If, as 
we have reason to believe, the soul of man is naturally akin 
to good — if, indeed, it truly is only through participation 
in the good — then may various objects, also in their meas- 
ure expressions of good, serve to remind the soul of its own 
or original nature. If these various reminders may be or- 
ganized into a comprehensive scheme, continuous and con- 
tinual in operation — if, in other words, there may be found 
a state organized in righteousness — then may the soul be 
finally brought to the apprehension of its own being or 
good; and this coming to know and to be we may term 
learning. But, if I remember rightly, Plato always classed 
endeavors to teach virtue apart from an accompanying 
thorough reorganization of social life and of science as a 
piece of confused and self-contradictory thinking — as a 
case, that is, of sophis^c. 
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Have we any reason for taking the present problem of 
teaching religion to be simpler in conception or easier in 
execution? The contemporary problem appears, indeed, to 
be more intricate and difficult. Varied and conflicting as 
were the views of Plato’s Greek contemporaries as to what 
things should be included and taught under the head of 
virtues, the question of just what concretely comes under 
the caption of religion today is as much harder to decide 
as our social life is more heterogeneous in origin and com- 
position than was the Athenian. We certainly cannot teach 
religion as an abstract essence. We have got to teach some^ 
thing as religion, and that means practically some religion. 
Which? In America, at least, the answer cannot be sum- 
marily given even as Christianity in general. Our Jewish 
fellow citizens not only have the same “hands, organs, di- 
mensions, senses, affections, passions” as the Christians, 
but, like them, they pay taxes, vote, and serve on school 
boards. But we should not be very much better off even if 
it were a question of Christianity, alone. Which Christian- 
ity? Oriental in its origin, it has been since Latinized and 
Germanized, and there are even those who have dreamed 
of humanizing it. 

The problem of today is more complex as respects also 
the process of learning, of coming to know. In the day of 
Plato, art and science, skilled practice and theory, were 
only beginning to be separated. Just as a man learned 
shoemaking in process of becoming a shoemaker, so might 
a man learn virtue in becoming a member of a good state 
— ^if such a thing coulcf be found. Today knowledge is 
something specialised, and learning does not consist in in- 
telligent mastery of an activity, but in acquiring a diver- 
sity of information about things, and control over tech- 
nical methods for instituting symbolic references to things. 
Knowledge to Plato was the sort of thing that the fore- 
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fathers of some of us called ‘‘getting religion/^ It was a 
personal experiencing and a vital realization. But what 
shall knowledge of religion as an outcome of instruction 
mean today? Shall it mean the conversion of character 
into spirituality? Shall it mean the accumulation of infor- 
mation about religion? Or are there those who still believe 
in some magic power resident in memorized words, 
phrases, and facts of transmuting themselves into personal 
insight, the development of fundamental mood and the 
formation of permanent attitudes towards experience? 

When we consider knowledge from the side of its 
method and from the standpoint of what it takes to get 
something really worthy to be called knowledge, the prob- 
lem increases in difficulty. As yet, the standpoint of sci- 
ence, its spirit, has not of course leavened very adequately 
our methods of teaching. From the standpoint of those 
methods of inquiry and testing which we call science, 
much, perhaps most, of what passes for knowledge is in 
reality what Plato called opinion. Our science is still an 
outward garb more or less awkwardly worn rather than a 
habit of mind. But none the less the scientihc norm of 
mental activity presses daily closer upon life and upon the 
schools. We are getting daily further away from the con- 
ditions in which one subject more or less taught by dog- 
matic, catechetical and memoriter methods was of slight 
consequence. We are becoming aware of the absurdity im- 
plied in calling things which happen to be studied and 
learned in school “knowledge,” when they have been ac- 
quired by methods frequently at odds with those necessary 
to give science. Can those who take the philosophic and 
historic view of religion as a flower and fruition of the 
human spirit in a congenial atmosphere tolerate the in- 
congruity involved in “teaching” such an intimate and 
originally vital matter by external and formal methods? 
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And can Giose who hold that true religion is something ex- 
ternally imported tolerate any other methods? Is it not 
confusion to seek a reconciliation of two such disparate 
ideas? 

Already the spirit of our schooling is permeated with 
the feeling that every subject, every topic, every fact, 
every professed truth must submit to a certain publicity 
and impartiality. All proffered samples of learning must go 
to the same assay-room and be subjected to common tests. 
It is the essence of all dogmatic faiths to hold that any 
such ^*show-down” is sacrilegious and perverse. The char- 
acteristic of religion, from their point of view, is that it is 
— ^intellectually — secret, not public; peculiarly revealed, 
not generally known; authoritatively declared, not com- 
municated and tested in ordinary ways. What is to be done 
about this increasing antinomy between the standard for 
coming to know in other subjects of the school, and com- 
ing to know in religous matters? I am far from saying that 
the antinomy is an inherent one, or that the day may not 
come when religion will be so thoroughly naturalized in 
the hearts and minds of men that it can be considered 
publicly, openly, and by common tests, even among reli- 
gious people. But it is pertinent to point out that, as long 
as religion is conceived as it now is conceived by the great 
majority of professed religionists, there is something self- 
contradictory in speaking of education in religion in the 
same sense in which we speak of education in topics where 
the method of free inquiry has made its way. The ^‘reli- 
gious^ ^ would be the last to be willing that either the his- 
tory or the content of religion should be taught in this 
spirit; while those to whom the scientific standpoint is not 
a merely technical device, but is the embodiment of integ- 
rity of mind, must protest against its being taught in any 
other spirit. 
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As I'^lato brought out with reference to the< teaching of 
virtue, there is one bther factor in coming to kn<Sw^the 
teachers. Plato was quite sure that, whether or no virtue 
might be taught, it might not be taught by its professed 
teachers — the sophists. I express my appreciation of Plato 
rather than my lack of appreciation of the professional 
teachers of our own day, when I say that if Plato were to 
return to take part in the current discussion, he would 
raise questions about those who were to teach religion 
analogous to those he brought up about the teachers of 
his own time. It is not that those into whose hands the 
giving of instruction would fall are so irreligious or so 
non-religious as to be unfitted for the task. The sophists 
were doubtless superior rather than inferior in personal 
virtues to their average neighbor. It is one thing to be 
fairly or even exceptionally virtuous; it is another thing 
to command the conditions and the qualifications for suc- 
cessful importation of virtue to others. Where are the ex- 
perts in religion? and where are the authoritative teach- 
ers? There are theologians: do we want theology taught? 
There are historians, but I fear the day has not come when 
the history of religion can be taught as history. Here pre- 
cisely is one of those fields of clarification and criticism 
where much labor needs to be done, and where the pro- 
fessional religionist is one of the most serious obstacles to 
reckon with, since a wider and deeper historic knowledge 
would overthrow his traditional basis. 

There are preachers and catechists, but, unless we are 
ccnnmitted to some peculiar faith or institution, it is not 
exhortation or discipline of this sort that constitutes re- 
ligious instruction. There are psychologists: but is intro- 
spection our aim? There remains, indeed, the corps of 
faithful, more or less well-prepared, hard-working and 
hard-worked teachers. This brings us to the crux of the 
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whol^ ^tter. Is religion a thing so specialized, so techni- 
cal, io ‘‘informational” that, like geography or history or 
grammar, it may be taught at special hours, times, and 
places by those who have properly “got it up,” and who 
have been approved as persons of fit character and ade- 
quate professional training? 

This question of the mode, time, and stuff of specific 
instruction trenches indeed upon a question in which na- 
tional temper and tradition count for much. We do not 
find it feasible or desirable to put upon the regular teach- 
ers the burden of teaching a subject which has the nature" 
of religion. The alternative plan of parcelling out pupils 
among religious teachers drawn from their respective 
churches and denominations brings us up against exactly 
the matter which has done most to discredit the churches, 
and to discredit the cause, not perhaps of religion, but of 
organized and institutional religion: the multiplication of 
rival and competing religious bodies, each with its private 
inspiration and outlook. Our schools, in bringing together 
those of different nationalities, languages, traditions, and 
creeds, in assimilating them together upon the basis of 
what is common and public in endeavor and achieve- 
ment, are performing an infinitely significant religious 
work. They are promoting the social unity out of which in 
the end genuine religious unity must grow. Shall we inter- 
fere with this work? Shall we run the risk of undoing it by 
introducing into education a subject which can be taught 
only by segregating pupils and turning them over at spe- 
cial hours to separate representatives of rival faiths? This 
would be deliberately to adopt a scheme which is predi- 
cated upon the maintenance of social divisions in just the 
matter, religion, which is empty and futile save as it ex- 
presses the basic unities of life. 

We are far, indeed, from having attained an explicit 
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and articulated consciousness of the religious significance 
of democracy in education, and of education in democracy. 
But some underlying convictions get ingrained in uncon- 
scious habit and find expression in obscure intimation and 
intense labor, long before they receive consistent theo- 
retic formulation. In such dim, blind, but effective way 
the American people is conscious that its schools serve best 
the cause of religion in serving the cause of social unifi- 
cation; and that under certain conditions schools are more 
religious in substance and in promise without any of the 
conventional badges and machinery of religious instruc- 
tion than they could be in cultivating these forms at the 
expense of a state-consciousness. 

We may indeed question whether it is true that in any 
relative sense this is a peculiarly irreligious age. Abso- 
lutely speaking, it doubtless is so; but have superficiality, 
flippancy, and externality of life been such uniformly ab- 
sent traits of past ages? Our historic imagination is at best 
slightly developed. We generalize and idealize the past 
egregiously. We set up little toys to stand as symbols for 
long centuries and the complicated lives of countless in- 
dividuals. And we are still, even those who have nomi- 
nally surrendered supernatural dogma, largely under the 
dominion of the ideas of those who have succeeded in iden- 
tifying religion with the rites, symbols, and emotions as- 
sociated with these dogmatic beliefs. As we see the latter 
disappearing, we think we are growing irreligious. For all 
we know, the integrity of mind which is loosening the hold 
of these things is potentially much more religious than 
all that it is displacing. It is increased knowledge of nature 
which has made supra-nature incredible, or at least dif- 
ficult of belief. We measure the change from the stand- 
point of the supranatural and we call it irreligious. Possi- 
bly if we measured it from the standpoint of the natural 
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piety it is fostering, the sense of the permanent and in- 
evitable implication of nature and man in a common 
career and destiny, it would appear as the growth of re- 
ligion. We take note of the decay of cohesion and influence 
among the religiously organized bodies of the familiar his- 
toric type, and again we conventionally judge religion to 
be on the decrease. But it may be that their decadence is 
the fruit of a broader and more catholic principle of hu- 
man intercourse and association which is too religious to 
tolerate these pretensions to monopolize truth and to make 
private possessions of spiritual insight and aspiration. 

It may be so ; it may be that the symptoms of religious 
ebb as conventionally interpreted are symptoms of the 
coming of a fuller and deeper religion. I do not claim to 
know. But of one thing I am quite sure: our ordinary 
opinions about the rise and falling off of religion are highly 
conventional, based mostly upon the acceptance of a 
standard of religion which is the product of just those 
things in historic religions which are ceasing to be cred- 
ible. So far as education is concerned, those who believe 
in religion as a natural expression of human experience 
must devote themselves to the development of the ideas 
of life which lie implicit in our still new science and our 
still newer democracy. They must interest themselves in 
the transformation of those institutions which still bear 
the dogmatic and the feudal stamp (and which do not?) 
till they are in accord with these ideas. In performing this 
service, it is their business to do what they can to prevent 
all public educational agencies from being employed in 
ways which inevitably impede the recognition of the spir- 
itual import of science and of democracy, and hence of 
that type of religion which will be the fine flower of the 
modern spirit^s achievement. 
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V - Democracy in the Schools* 

There is some kind of government, of control, wherever 
affairs that concern a number of persons who act to- 
gether are engaged in. It is a superficial view that holds 
government is located in Washington or Albany. There is 
government in the family, in business, in the church, in 
every social group. There are regulations, due to custom if 
not to enactment, that settle how individuals in a group 
act in connection with one another. 

It is a disputed question of theory and practice just 
how far a democratic political government should go in 
control of the conditions of action within special groups. 
At the present time, for example, there are those who 
think the federal and state governments leave too much 
freedom of independent action to industrial and financial 
groups, and there are others who think the government is 
going altogether too far at the present time. I do not need 
to discuss this phase of the problem, much less to try to 
settle it. But it must be pointed out that if the methods of 
regulation and administration in vogue in the conduct of 
secondary social groups are non-democratic, whether di- 
rectly or indirectly or both, thefre is bound to be an un- 
favorable reaction back into the habits of feeling, thought 
and action of citizenship in the broadest sense of that 
word. The way in which any organized social interest is 
controlled necessarily plays an important part in forming 
the dispositions and tastes, the attitudes, interests, pur- 
poses and desires, of those engaged in carrying on the ac- 
tivities of the group. For illustration, I do not need to do 
more than point to the moral, emotional and intellectual 
effect upon both employers and laborers of the existing in- 
dustrial system. Just what the effects specifically are is a 
matter about which we know very little. But I suppose 
♦From School and Society, April 3, 1937. 



DEMOCRACY IN THE SCHOOLS 7I7 

that every one who reflects upon the subject admits that it 
is impossible that the ways in which activities are carried 
on for the greater part of the waking hours of the day, 
and the way in which the share of individuals are involved 
in the management of affairs in such a matter as gaining a 
livelihood and attaining material and social security, can 
not but be a highly important factor in shaping personal 
dispositions; in short, forming character and intelligence. 

In the broad and final sense all institutions are educa- 
tional in the sense that they operate to form the attitudes, 
dispositions, abilities and disabilities that constitute a con- 
crete personality. The principle applies with special force 
to the school. For it is the main business of the family 
and the school to influence directly the formation and 
growth of attitudes and dispositions, emotional, intellec- 
tual and moral. Whether this educative process is carried 
on in a predominantly democratic or non-democratic way 
becomes, therefore, a question of transcendent importance 
not only for education itself but for its final effect upon 
all the interests and activities of a society that is com- 
mitted to the democratic way of life. Hence, if the general 
tenor of what I have said about the democratic ideal and 
method is anywhere near the truth, it must be said that the 
democratic principle requires that every teacher should 
have some regular and organic way in which he can, di- 
rectly or through representatives democratically chosen, 
participate in the formation of the controlling aims, meth- 
ods and materials of the school of which he is a part. 

It is my impression that even up to the present demo- 
cratic methods of dealing with pupils have made more 
progress than have similar methods of dealing with mem- 
bers of the teaching staff of the classroom. At all events, 
there has been an organized and vital movement in the 
first matter while that in. the second is still, in its early 
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Stage. All schools that pride themselves upwii being up-to- 
date utilize methods of instruction that draw upon and 
utilize the life-experience of students and strive to indi- 
vidualize treatment of pupils. Whatever reasons hold for 
adopting this course with respect to the young certainly 
more strongly hold for teachers, since the latter are more 
mature and have more experience. Hence the question is 
in place: What are the ways by which ’^can be secured 
more organic participation of teachers in the formation of 
the educational policies of the school? 

Since it is the problem I wish to present rather than to 
lay down the express ways in which ft is to be solved, I 
might stop at this point. But there are certain corollaries 
which clarify the meaning of the issue. Absence of par- 
ticipation tends to produce lack of interest and concern on 
the part of those shut out. The result is a corresponding 
lack of effective responsibility. Automatically and uncon- 
sciously, if not consciously, the feeling develops, “This is 
none of our affair; it is the business of those at the top; 
let that particular set of Georges do wTiat needs to be 
done.” 

The countries in which autocratic government prevails 
are just those in which there is least public spirit and the 
greatest indifference to matters of general as distinct from 
personal concern. Can we expect a different kind of psy- 
chology to actuate teachers? Where there is little power, 
there is correspondingly little sense of positive responsi- 
bility. It is enough to do what one is told to do sufficiently 
well to escape flagrant unfavorable notice. About larger 
matters, a spirit of passivity is engendered. In some cases^ 
indifference passes into evasion of duties when not directly 
imder the eye of a supervisor; in other cases, a carping, 
rebellious spirit is engendered. A sort of game is instituted 
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between teacher and supervisor like that which went on in 
the old-fashioned schools between teacher and pupil* 
Other teachers pass on, perhaps unconsciously, what they 
feel to be arbitrary treatment received by them to their 
pupils. 

The argument that teachers are not prepared to assume 
the responsibility of participation deserves attention, with 
its accompanying belief that natural selection has operat 
ed to put those best prepared to carry the load in the 
positions of authority. Whatever the truth in this conten- 
tion, it still is also true that incapacity to assume the re* 
sponsibilities involved in having a voice in shaping policies 
is bred and increased by conditions in which that respon- 
sibility is denied. I suppose there has never been an auto- 
crat, big or little, who did not justify his conduct on the 
ground of the unfitness of his subjects , to take part in 
government. I would not compare administrators to politi- 
cal autocrats. Upon the whole, what exists in the schools is 
more a matter of habit and custom than it is of any de- 
liberate autocracy. 

But, as was said earlier, habitual exclusion has the effect 
of reducing a sense of responsibility for what is done and 
its consequences. What the argument for democracy im- 
plies is that the best way to produce initiative and con- 
structive power is to exercise it. Power, as well as interest, 
comes by use and practice. Moreover, the argument from 
incapacity proves too much. If it is so great as to be a 
permanent bar, then teachers cannot be expected to have 
the intelligence and skill that are necessary to execute the 
directions given them. The delicate and difficult task of 
developing, character and good judgment in the young 
needs every stimulus and inspiration possible. It is im- 
possible that the work should not be better done when 
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teachers have that understanding of what they are doing 
that comes from having shared in forming its guiding 
ideas. 

Classroom teachers are those who are in continuous di- 
rect contact with those taught. The position of adminis- 
trators is at best indirect by comparison. If there is any 
work in the world that requires the conservation of what 
is good in experience so that it may become an integral 
part of further experience, it is that of teaching. I often 
wonder how much waste there is in the traditional sys- 
tem. There is some loss even at the best of the potential 
capital acquired by successful teachers. It does not get 
freely transmitted to other teachers who might profit by it. 
Is not the waste very considerably increased when teachers 
are not called upon to communicate their successful meth- 
ods and results in a form by which it would have organic 
effect upon general school policies? Add to this waste that 
which results when teachers are called upon to give effect 
in the classroom to courses of study they do not under- 
stand the reasons for, and the total loss mounts up so that 
it is a fair estimate that the absence of democratic meth- 
ods is the greatest single cause of educational waste. 

The present subject is one of peculiar importance at the 
present time. The fundamental beliefs and practices of 
democracy are now challenged as they never have been 
before. In some nations they are more than challenged. 
They are ruthlessly and systematically destroyed. Every- 
where there are waves of criticism and doubt as to whether 
democracy can meet pressing problems of order and se- 
curity. The causes for the destruction of political democ- 
racy in countries where it was nominally established are 
complex. But of one thing I think we may be sure. WTier- 
ever it has fallen it was too exclusively political in nature. 
It had not become part of the bone and blood of the 



ACADEMIC FREEDOM 


721 


people in daily conduct of its life. Democratic forms were 
limited to Parliament, elections and combats between par- 
ties. What is happening proves conclusively, I think, that 
unless democratic habits of thought and action are part of 
the fiber of a people, political democracy is insecure. It 
can not stand in isolation. It must be buttressed by the 
presence of democratic methods in all social relationships. 
The relations that exist in educational institutions are sec- 
ond only in importance in this respect to those which exist 
in industry and business, perhaps not even to them. 

VI Academic Freedom* 

The old saying that ^^eternal vigilance is the price of 
liberty” has especial significance at the present time. Free- 
dom from oppression was such a controlling purpose in the 
foundation of the American Republic, and the idea of 
freedom is so intimately connected with the very idea of 
democratic institutions, that it might seem as if in our own 
country it could be taken for granted as a social goal of 
education and, being taken for granted, be dismissed with 
a few words. But the lesson of history is that the forces 
which limit and restrict the life of individuals and thereby 
hinder freedom change with every great change in human 
relations. Consequently, freedom is an eternal goal and ha? 
to be forever struggled for and won anew. It does not auto^ 
matically perpetuate itself and, unless it is continually re' 
won in new effort against new foes, it is lost. 

The' forces which work to undermine freedom appear in 
even subtler form as society grows more complex and oper- 
ate more insidiously. They are more effective just because 
in their first appearance they do not seem to be oppressive 
of liberty. Indeed, in their first appearance and early 
stages of operation they are likely to be welcomed for 

* From Implications of Social-Economic Goals for Education, pp. 
99-105. 
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some obvious advantages they bring with them — ^possibly 
even as a promise of greater freedom. The freedom for 
which our forefathers fought was primarily freedom from 
a fairly gross and obvious form of oppression, that of arbi- 
trary political power exercised from a distant center. In 
consequence, there developed among us the tradition that 
the chief enemy of liberty is governmental power. The 
maintenance of freedom came to be almost identified with 
jealous fear of and opposition to any and every extension 
of governmental action. It took generations to realize that 
a government of and by the people might be a positive and 
necessary organ for securing and extending the liberties of 
the individuals who both govern and are governed, instead 
of being an instrument of oppression. The lesson is still 
far from being completely learned. 

There is, however, one domain in which fear of govern- 
mental action never became dominant in American life. 
That is the domain of education. In this field, the found- 
ing fathers proclaimed with well-nigh unanimous voice 
that government, local and state if not national, should act 
positively and constructively. This voice has been con- 
stantly re-echoed throughout the course of our history by 
political and educational statesmen alike. The voice has 
awakened a warmer response in the hearts of the American 
people than any other appeal made to them. Doubtless 
many parents have responded to the appeal because they 
felt that school education opened doors to material op- 
portunity and success that were otherwise closed to their 
children. But the appeal and the response have not been 
merely material. The American faith in education has been 
grounded in the belief that without education the ideal of 
free and equal opportunity is an idle fantasy; that of all 
the guarantees of free development, education is the surest 
and the most effective. 
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This fact imposes a great responsibility upon the schools 
and upon the educators who conduct them. What have the 
schools done to bring the social-economic goal of freedom 
nearer to realization? What have they failed to do? What 
can and should they do to combat the threats which im- 
peril freedom? The mere raising of these questions calls 
attention to one phase of freedom, a fundamental one — 
Intellectual Freedom. The Bill of Rights in the federal 
Constitution (unfortunately not found in all state consti- 
tutions) guarantees, as far as law can guarantee anything, 
freedom of belief, of speech, of the press, of assembly, and 
of petition. These are aspects of what I have called intel- 
lectual freedom, but which perhaps would better be called 
moral freedom. Eeternal vigilance is even more the price 
of liberty with respect to these liberties than in the case 
of liberty of external action. The enemies of liberty of 
thought and expression in fields where it is felt that this 
liberty might encroach upon privileges possessed and 
might disturb the existing order, are organized and deter- 
mined. The ultimate stay and support of these liberties 
are the schools. For it is they which more than any other 
single agency, are concerned with development of free in- 
quiry, discussion and expression. 

Nor is it enough that the schools by example and pre- 
cept should instill faith in the precious character of these 
forms of freedom, or even that they should themselves be 
living models of the practice of freedom of inquiry, experi- 
mentation, and communication. These things are indeed to 
be cultivated. But the schools have also the responsibility 
of seeing to it that those who leave its walls have ideas 
that are worth thinking and worth being expressed, as well 
as having the courage to express them against the opposi- 
tion of reactionaries and standpatters. It is quite possible 
that in the long run the greatest friend of censorship. 
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whether public and explicit or private and insidious, and 
the greatest foe to freedom of thought and expression, is 
not those who fear such freedom because of its possible 
effect upon their own standing and fortune, but is the trivi- 
ality and irrelevancy of the ideas that are entertained, 
and the futile and perhaps corrupting way in which they 
are expressed. 

It is indeed necessary to have freedom of thought and 
expression. But just because this is necessary for the 
health and progress of society, it is even more necessary 
that ideas should be genuine ideas, not sham ones, the 
fruit of inquiry, of observation and experimentation, the 
collection and weighing of evidence. The formation of the 
attitudes which move steadily in this direction is the work 
and responsibility of the school more than of any other 
single institution. Routine and formal instruction, un- 
democratic administration of schools, is perhaps the surest 
way of creating a human product that submits readily to 
external authority, whether that be imposed by force or by 
custom and tradition, or by the various forms of social 
pressure which the existing economic system produces. It 
is idle to expect the schools to send out young men and 
women who will stand actively and aggressively for the 
cause of free intelligence in meeting social problems and 
attaining the goal of freedom unless the spirit of free in- 
telligence pervades the organization, administration, stud- 
ies, and methods of the school itself. 

Educators have a primary responsibility in this respect. 
The emphasis that is placed upon a greater measure of 
economic freedom for the mass of the people is not final. 
It does not stand alone. Ultimately, the economic freedom 
(which is dependent upon economic security) is a means 
to cultural freedom, to the release of the human spirit in 
all its capacities for development through scieifce, art, and 
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unconstrained human intercourse. The school is par ex- 
cellence the potential social organ for promoting this lib- 
eration. 

In ultimate analysis, freedom is important because it is 
a condition both of realization of the potentialities of an 
individual and of social progress. Without light, a people 
perishes. Without freedom, light grows dim and darkness 
comes to reign. Without freedom, old truths become so 
stale and worn that they cease to be truths and become 
mere dictates of external authority. Without freedom, 
search for new truth and the disclosure of new paths in 
which humanity may walk more securely and justly come 
to an end. Freedom which is liberation for the individual, 
is the ultimate assurance of the movement of society to- 
ward more humane and noble ends. He who would put the 
freedom of others in bond, especially freedom of inquiry 
and communication, creates conditions which finally im- 
peril his own freedom and that of his offspring. Eternal 
vigilance is the price of the conservation and extension of 
freedom, and the schools should be the ceaseless guardians 
and creators of this vigilance. 

VII • Education and American Culture* 

I am one of those who think that the only test and justb 
fication of any form, of political and economic society is its 
contribution to art and science — to what may roundly be 
called culture. That America has not yet so justified itself 
is too obvious for even lament. The explanation that the 
physical conquest of a continent had first to be com- 
pleted is an inversion. To settle a continent is to put it in 
order, and this is a work which comes after, not before, 
great intelligence and great art. The accomplishment of 
the justification is then hugely difficult. For it means noth- 

From Characters and Events, vol. II, pp. 500-503. 
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ing less than the discovery and application of a method of 
subduing and settling nature in the interests of a democ- 
racy, that is to say of masses who shall form a community 
of directed thought and emotion in spite of being the 
masses. That this has not yet been effected goes without 
saying. It has never even been attempted before. Hence 
the puny irrelevancy that measures our strivings with yard 
sticks handed down from class cultures of the past. 

That the achievement is immensely difficult means that 
it may fail. There is no inevitable predestined success. But 
the failure, if it comes, will be the theme of tragedy and 
not of complacent lamentation nor wilful satire. For while 
success is not predestined, there are forces at work which 
are like destiny in their independence of conscious choice 
or wish. Not conscious intent, either perverse or wise, is 
forcing the realistic, the practical, the industrial, into edu- 
cation. Not conscious deliberation causes college presi- 
dents who devote commencement day to singing the 
praises of pure culture to spend their working days in ar- 
ranging for technical and professional schools. It is not 
conscious preference which leads school superintendents 
who deliver orations at teachers’ meetings upon the bless- 
ings of old-fashioned discipline and culture to demand 
from their boards new equipment, new courses and studies 
of a more “practical” and appealing kind. Political and 
economic forces quite beyond their control are compelling 
these things. And they will remain beyond the control of 
any of us save as men honestly face the actualities and 
busy themselves with inquiring what education they im- 
part and what culture may issue from their cultivation. 

It is as elements in this heroic undertaking that cur- 
rent tendencies in American education can be appraised. 
Since we can neither beg nor borrow a culture without 
betraying both it and ourselves, nothing remains save to 
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produce one. Those who are too feeble or too finicky to 
engage in the enterprise will continue their search for 
asylums and hospitals which they idealize into palaces. 
Others will either go their way still caught in the meshes 
of a mechanical industrialism, or will subdue the indus- 
trial machinery to human ends until the nation is en- 
dowed with soul. 

Certain commonplaces must be reiterated till their im- 
port is acknowledged. The industrial revolution was born 
of the new science of nature. Any democracy which is 
more than an imitation of some archaic republican gov- 
ernment must issue from the womb of our chaotic indus- 
trialism. Science makes democracy possible because it 
brings relief from depending upon massed human labor, 
because of the substitution it makes possible of inanimate 
forces for human muscular energy, and because of the re- 
sources for excess production and easy distribution which 
it effects. The old culture is doomed for us because it was 
built upon an alliance of political and spiritual powers, an 
equilibrium of governing and leisure classes, which no 
longer exists. Those who deplore the crudities and super- 
ficialities of thought and sensation which mark our day 
are rarely inhuman enough to wish the old regime back. 
They are merely unintelligent enough to want a result 
without the conditions which produced it, and in the face 
of conditions making the result no longer possible. 

In short, our culture must be consonant with realistic 
science and with machine industry, instead of a refuge 
from them. And while there is no guaranty that an educa- 
tion which uses science and employs the controlled proc- 
esses of industry as a regular part of its equipment will 
succeed, there is every assurance that an educational prac- 
tice which sets science and industry in opposition to its 
ideal of culture will fail. Natural science has in its appli- 
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cations to economic production and exchange brought an 
industry and a society where quantity alone seems to 
count. It is for education to bring the light of science and 
the power of work to the aid of every soul that it may dis- 
cover its quality. For in a spiritually democratic society 
every individual would realize distinction. Culture would 
then be for the first time in human history an individual 
achievement and not a class possession. An education fit 
for our ideal uses is a matter of actual forces not of 
opinions. 

Our public education is the potential means for effecting 
the transfiguration of the mechanics of modern life into 
sentiment and imagination. We may, I rej>eat, never get 
beyond the mechanics. We may remain burly, merely vig- 
orous, expending energy riotously in making money, seek- 
ing pleasure and winning temporary victories over one an- 
other. Even such an estate has a virility lacking to a cul- 
ture whose method is reminiscence, and whose triumph is 
finding a place of refuge. But it is not enough to justify a 
democracy as against the best of past aristocracies even 
though return to them is forever impossible. To bring to 
the consciousness of the coming generation something of 
the potential significance of the life of today, to trans- 
mute it from outward fact into intelligent perception, is 
the first step in the creation of a culture. The teachers who 
are facing this fact and who are trying to use the vital un- 
spiritualized agencies of today as means of effecting the 
perception of a human meaning yet to be realized are shar- 
ing in the act of creation. To perpetuate in the name of 
culture the tradition of aloofness from realistic science and 
compelling industry is to give them free course in their 
most unenlightened form. Not chiding but the sympathy 
and direction of understanding are what the harsh utili- 
tarian and prosaic tendencies of present education require. 
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THE PSYCHOLOGY OF CONDUCT 

I Habits and Will* 

HABITS may be profitably compared to ph3rsiological 
functions, like breathing, digesting. The latter are, to be 
sure, involuntary, while habits are acquired. But im- 
portant as is this difference for many purposes it should 
not conceal the fact that habits are like functions in many 
respects, and especially in requiring the cooperation of or- 
ganism and environment. Breathing is an affair of the air 
as truly as of the lungs; digesting an affair of food as truly 
as of tissues of stomach. Seeing involves light just as cer- 
tainly as it does the eye and optic nerve. Walking impli- 
cates the ground as well as the legs; speech demands 
physical air and human companionship and audience as 
well as vocal organs. We may shift from the biological to 
the mathematical use of the word function, and say that 
natural operations like breathing and digesting, acquired 
ones like speech and honesty, are functions of the sur- 
roundings as truly as of a person. They are things done by 
the environment by means of organic structures or ac- 
quired dispositions. The same air that under certain con- 
ditions ruffles the pool or wrecks buildings, under other 
conditions purifies the blood and conveys thought. The 
outcome depends upon what air acts upon. The social en- 
vironment acts through native impulses and speech and 

Human Nature and Conduct, pp. 14-lS; 24-27; 40-42 ^ 
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moral habitudes manifest themselves. There are specific 
good reasons for the usual attribution of acts to the person 
from whom they immediately proceed. But to convert this 
special reference into a belief of exclusive ownership is as 
misleading as to suppose that breathing and digesting are 
complete within the human body. To get a rational basis 
for moral discussion we must begin with recognizing that 
functions and habits are ways of using and incorporating 
the environment in which the latter has its say as surely as' 
the former. 

We may borrow words from a context less technical 
than that of biology, and convey the same idea by saying 
that habits are arts. They involve skill of sensory and 
motor organs, cunning or craft, and objective materials. 
They assimilate objective energies, and eventuate in com- 
mand of environment. They require order, discipline, and 
manifest technique. They have a beginning, middle and 
end. Each stage marks progress in dealing with materials 
and tools, advance in converting material to active use. 
We should laugh at any one who said that he was master 
of stone working, but that the art was cooped up within 
himself and in no wise dependent upon support from ob- 
jects and assistance from tools. 

It is a significant fact that in order to appreciate the 
peculiar place of habit in activity we have to betake our- 
selves to bad habits, foolish idling, gambling, addiction to 
liquor and drugs. When we think of such habits, the union 
of habit with desire and with propulsive power is forced 
upon us. When we think of habits in terms of walking, 
playing a musical instrument, typiewriting, we are much 
given to thinking of habits as technical abilities existing 
apart from our likings and as lacking in urgent impulsion. 
We think of them as passive tools waiting to be called into 
action from without. A bad habit suggests an inherent 
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tendency to action and also a hold, command over us. It 
makes us do things we are ashamed of, things which we 
tell ourselves we prefer not to do. It overrides our formal 
resolutions, our conscious decisions. When we are honest 
with ourselves we acknowledge that a habit has this power 
because it is so intimately a part of ourselves. It has a hold 
upon us because we are the habit. 

Our self-love, our refusal to face facts, combined per- 
haps with a sense of a possible better although unrealized 
self, lead us to eject the habit from the thought of our- 
selves and conceive it as an evil power which has some- 
how overcome us. We feed our conceit by recalling that 
the habit was not deliberately formed; we never intended 
to become idlers or gamblers or roues. And how can any- 
thing be deeply ourselves which developed accidentally, 
without set intention? These traits of a bad habit are pre- 
cisely the things which are most instructive about all hab- 
its and about ourselves. They teach us that all habits are 
affections, that all have projectile power, and that a pre- 
disposition formed by a number of specific acts is an im- 
mensely more intimate and fundamental part of ourselves 
than are vague, general, conscious choices. All habits are 
demands for certain kinds of activity; and they constitute 
the self. In any intelligible sense of the word will, they are 
will. They form our effective desires and they furnish us 
with our working capacities. They rule our thoughts, dei- 
termining which shall appear and be strong and which 
shall pass from light into obscurity. 

We may think of habits as means, waiting, like tools in 
a box, to be used by conscious resolve. But they are some- 
thing more than that. They are active means, means that 
project themselves, energetic and dominating ways of 
acting. We need to distinguish between materials, tools 
and means proper. Nails and boards are not strictly speak- 
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iiig means of A box. They are only materials for making it. 
Even the saw and hammer are means only when they are 
employed in some actual making. Otherwise they are tools, 
or potential means. They are actual means only when 
brought in conjunction with eye, arm and hand in some 
specific operation. And eye, arm and hand are, correspond- 
ingly, means proper only when they are in active opera- 
tion. And whenever they are in action they are cooperating 
with external materials and energies. Without support 
from beyond themselves the eye stares blankly and the 
hand moves fumblingly. They are means only when they 
enter into organizations with things which independently 
accomplish definite results. These organizations are habits. 

This fact cuts two ways. Except in a contingent sense, 
with an ^4f,” neither external materials nor bodily and 
mental organs are in themselves means. They have to be 
employed in coordinated conjunction with one another to 
be actual means, or habits. This statement may seem like 
the formulation in technical language of a commonplace. 
But belief in magic has played a large part in human his- 
tory. And the essence of all hocus-pocus is the supposition 
that results can be accomplished without the joint adapta- 
tion to each other of human powers and physical condi- 
tions. A desire for rain may induce men to wave willow 
branches and to sprinkle water. The reaction is natural 
and innocent. But men then go on to believe that their act 
has imediate power to bring rain without the cooperation 
of intermediate conditions of nature. This is magic; while 
it may be natural or spontaneous, it is n6t innocent. It 
obstructs intelligent study of operative conditions and 
wastes human desire and effort in futilities. 

Belief in magic did not cease when the coarser forms of 
superstitious practice ceased. The principle of magic is 
found whenever it is hoped to get results without intelli- 
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gent control of means; and also when it is supposed that 
means can exist and yet remain inert and inoperative. In 
morals and politics such expectations still prevail, and in 
so far the most important phases of human action are still 
affected by magic. We think that by feeling strongly 
enough about something, by wishing hard enough, we can 
get a desirable result, such as virtuous execution of a good 
resolve, or peace among nations, or good will in industry. 
We slur over the necessity of the cooperative action of ob- 
jective conditions, and the fact that this cooperation is 
assured only by persistent and close study. Or, on the 
other hand, we fancy we can get these results by external 
machinery, by tools or potential means, without a cor- 
responding functioning of human desires and capacities. 
Often times these two false and contradictory beliefs are 
combined in the same person. The man who feels that his 
virtues are his own personal accomplishments is likely to 
be also the one who thinks that by passing laws he can 
throw the fear of God into others and make them virtuous 
by edict and prohibitory mandate. 

All habit involves mechanization. Habit is impossible 
without setting up a mechanism of action, physiologically 
engrained, which operates “spontaneously,^^ automatically^ 
whenever the cue is given. But mechanization is not of 
necessity all there is to habit. Consider the conditions 
under which the first serviceable abilities of life are 
formed. When a child begins to walk he acutely observes, 
he intently and intensely experiments. He looks to see 
what is going to happen and he keeps curious watch on 
every incident. What others do, the assistance they give, 
the models they set, operate not as limitations but as en- 
couragements to his own acts, reinforcements of personal 
perception and endeavor. The first toddling is a romantic 
adventuring into the unknown; and every gained power is 
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a delightful discovery of one’s own powers and of the 
wonders of the world. We may not be able to retain in 
adult habits this zest of intelligence and this freshness of 
satisfaction in newly discovered powers. But there is surely 
a middle term between a normal exercise of power which 
includes some excursion into the unknown, and a mechani- 
cal activity hedged within a drab world. Even in dealing 
with inanimate machines we rank that invention higher 
which adapts its movements to varying conditions. 

All life operates through a mechanism, and the higher 
the form of life the more complex, sure and flexible the 
mechanism. This fact alone should save us from opposing 
life and mechanism, thereby reducing the latter to unin- 
telligent automatism and the former to an aimless splurge. 
How delicate, prompt, sure and varied are the movements 
of a violin player or an engraver! How unerringly they 
phrase every shade of emotion and every turn of idea! 
Mechanism is indispensable. If each act has to be con- 
sciously searched for at the moment and intentionally per- 
formed, execution is painful and the product is clumsy 
and halting. Nevertheless the difference between the artist 
and the mere technician is unmistakable. The artist is a 
masterful technician. The technique or mechanism is fused 
with thought and feeling. The “mechanical” performer 
permits the mechanism to dictate the performance. It is 
absurd to say that the latter exhibits habit and the former 
not. We are confronted with two kinds of habit, intelligent 
and routine. All life has its elan, but only the prevalence 
of dead habits deflects life into mere elan. 

The word habit may seem twisted somewhat from its 
customary use when employed as we have been using it. 
But we need a word to express that kind of human activity 
which is influenced by prior activity and in that sense ac- 
quired; which contains within itself a certain ordering or 
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systematization of minor elements of action; which is prO) 
jective, dynamic in quality, ready for overt manifestation; 
and which is operative in some subdued subordinate form 
even when not obviously dominating activity. Habit even 
in its ordinary usage comes nearer to denoting these facts 
than any other word. If the facts are recognized we may 
also use the words attitude and disposition. But unless we 
have first made clear to ourselves the facts which have 
been set forth under the name of habit, these words are 
more likely to be misleading than is the word habit. For 
the latter conveys explicitly the sense of operativeness, ac- 
tuality. Attitude and, as ordinarily used, disposition sug- 
gest something latent, potential, something which requires 
a positive stimulus outside themselves to become active. 
If we perceive that they denote positive forms of action 
which are released merely through removal of some coun- 
teracting “inhibitory” tendency, and then become overt, 
we may employ them instead of the word habit to denote 
subdued, non-patent forms of the latter. 

In this case, we must bear in mind that the word dis- 
position means predisposition, readiness to act overtly in 
a specific fashion whenever opportunity is presented, this 
opportunity consisting in removal of the pressure due to 
the dominance of some overt habit; and that attitude 
means some special case of a predisposition, the disposi- 
tion waiting as it were to spring through an opened door. 
While it is admitted that the word habit has been used in 
a somewhat broader sense than is usual, we must protest 
against the tendency in psychological literature to limit 
its meaning to repetition. This usage is much less in ac- 
cord with popular usage than is the wider way in which we 
have used the word. It assumes from the start the identity 
of habit with routine. Repetition is in no sense the essence 
of habit. Tendency to repeat acts is an incident of many 
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habits but not of all. A man with the habit of giving way 
to anger may show his habit by a murderous attack upon 
some one who has offended. His act is nonetheless due to 
habit because it occurs only once in his life. The essence of 
habit is an acquired predisposition to ways or modes of 
response, not to particular acts except as, under special 
conditions, these express a way of behaving. Habit means 
special sensitiveness or accessibility to certain classes of 
stimuli, standing predilections and aversions, rather than 
bare recurrence of specific acts. It means will. 

II • Impulses and Instincts* 

Habits as organized activities are secondary and ac- 
quired, not native and original. They are outgrowths of 
unlearned activities which are part of man’s endowment 
at birth. The order of topics followed in our discussion 
may accordingly be questioned. Why should what is de- 
rived and therefore in some sense artificial in conduct be 
discussed before what is primitive, natural and inevitable? 
Why did we not set out with an examination of those in- 
stinctive activities upon which the acquisition of habits is 
conditioned? 

The query is a natural one, yet it tempts to flinging 
forth a paradox. In conduct the acquired is the primitive. 
Impulses although first in time are never primary in fact; 
they are secondary and dependent. The seeming paradox 
in statement covers a familiar fact. In the life of the in- 
dividual, instinctive activity comes first. But an individual 
begins life as a baby, and babies are dependent beings. 
Their activities could continue at most for only a few 
hours were it not for the presence and aid of adults with 
their formed habits. And babies owe to adults more than 
procreation, more than the continued food and protection 

♦From Human Nature and Conduct, pp. 89>101; 149-157; 164- 
166. 
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which preserve life. They owe to adults the opportunity to 
express their native activities in ways which have mean- 
ing. Even if by some miracle original activity could con- 
tinue without assistance from the organized skill and art 
of adults, it would not amount to anything. It would be 
mere sound and fury. 

In short, the meaning of native activities is not native; 
it is acquired. It depends upon interaction with a matured 
social medium. In the case of a tiger or eagle, anger may 
be identified with a serviceable life-activity, with attack 
and defense. With a human being it is as meaningless as a 
gust of wind on a mud puddle apart from a direction given 
it by the presence of other persons, apart from the re- 
sponses they make to it. It is a physical spasm, a blind dis- 
persive burst of wasteful energy. It gets quality, signifi- 
cance, when it becomes a smouldering sullenness, an 
annoying interruption, a peevish irritation, a murderous 
revenge, a blazing indignation. And although these phe- 
nomena which have a meaning spring from original native 
reactions to stimuli, yet they depend also upon the re- 
.sponsive behavior of others. They and all similar human 
displays of anger are not pure impulses; they are habits 
formed under the influence of association with others who 
have habits already and who show their habits in the 
treatment which converts a blind physical discharge into 
a significant anger. 

After ignoring impulses for a long time in behalf of sen- 
sations, modern psychology now tends to start out with an 
inventory and description of instinctive activities. This is 
an undoubted improvement. But when it tries to explain 
complicated events in personal and social life by direct 
reference to these native powers, the explanation becomes 
hazy and forced. It is like saying the flea and the elephant, 
the lichen and the' redwood, the timid hare and the raven- 
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ing wolf, the plant with the most inconspicuous blossom 
and the plant with the most glaring color are alike prod- 
ucts of natural selection. There may be a sense in which 
the statement is true; but till we know the specific en- 
vironing conditions under which selection took place we 
really know nothing. And so we need to know about the 
social conditions which have educated original activities 
into definite and significant dispositions before we can dis- 
cuss the psychological element in society. This is the true 
meaning of social psychology. 

At some place on the globe, at some time, every kind of 
practice seems to have been tolerated or even praised. How 
is the tremendous diversity of institutions (including 
moral codes) to be accounted for? The native stock of in- 
stincts is practically the same everywhere. Exaggerate as 
much as we like the native differences of Patagonians and 
Greeks, Sioux Indians and Hindoos, Bushmen and Chi- 
nese, their original differences will bear no comparison 
to the amount of difference found in custom and culture. 
Since such a diversity cannot be attributed to an original 
identity, the development of native impulse must be stated 
in terms of acquired habits, not the growth of customs in 
terms of instincts. 

Yet it goes without saying that original, unlearned ac- 
tivity has its distinctive place and that an important one 
in conduct. Impulses are the pivots upon which the re- 
organization of activities turn, they are agencies of devia- 
tion, for giving new directions to old habits and changing 
their quality. Consequently whenever we are concerned 
with understanding social transition and flux or with pro- 
jects for reform, personal and collective, our study must 
go to analysis of native tendencies. Interest in progress 
and reform is, indeed, the reason for the present great de- 
velopment of scientific interest in primitive human na- 
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ture. If we inquire why men were so long blind to the ex- 
istence of powerful and varied instincts in human beings, 
the answer seems to be found in the l^ck of a conception 
of orderly progress. It is fast becoming incredible that 
psychologists disputed as to whether they should choose 
between innate ideas and an empty, passive, wax-like 
mind. For it seems as if a glance at a child would have re- 
vealed that the truth lay in neither doctrine, so obvious is 
the surging of specific native activities. But this obtuse- 
ness to facts was evidence of lack of interest in what could 
be done with impulses, due, in turn, to lack of interest in 
modifying existing institutions. It is no accident that men 
became interested in the psychology of savages and babies 
when they became interested in doing away with old in- 
stitutions. 

In the case of the young it is patent that impulses are 
highly flexible starting points for activities which are di- 
versified according to the ways in which they are used. 
Any impulse may become organized into almost any dis- 
position according to the way it interacts with surround- 
ings. Fear may become abject cowardice, prudent caution, 
reverence for superiors or respect for equals; an agency 
for credulous swallowing of absurd superstitions or for 
wary scepticism. A man may be chiefly afraid of the 
spirits of his ancestors, of officials, of arousing the dis- 
approval of his associates, of being deceived, of fresh air, 
or of Bolshevism. The actual outcome depends upon how 
the impulse of fear is interwoven with other impulses. 
This depends in turn upon the outlets and inhibitions sup- 
plied by the social environment. 

In a definite sense, then, a human society is always 
starting afresh. It is always in process of renewing, and it 
endures only because of renewal. We speak of the peoples 
of southern Europe as Latin peoples. Their existing Ian- 
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guages depart widely from one another and from the Latin 
mother tongue. Yet there never was a day when this al- 
teration of speech was intentional or explicit. Persons al- 
ways meant to reproduce the speech they heard from their 
elders and supposed they were succeeding. This fact may 
stand as a kind of symbol of the reconstruction wrought 
in habits because of the fact that they can be transmitted 
and be made to endure only through the medium of the 
crude activities of the young or through contact with 
persons having different habits. 

Very early in life sets of mind are formed without at- 
tentive thought, and these sets persist and control the ma- 
ture mind. The child learns to avoid the shock of unpleas- 
ant disagreement, to find the easy way out, to appear to 
conform to customs which are wholly mysterious to him in 
order to get his own way — that is to display some natural 
Impulse without exciting the unfavorable notice of those 
in authority. Adults distrust the intelligence which a child 
has while making upon him demands for a kind of con- 
duct that requires a high order of intelligence, if it is to be 
intelligent at all. The inconsistency is reconciled by in- 
stilling in him “moral” habits which have a maximum of 
emotional empressment and adamantine hold with a mini- 
mum of understanding. These habitudes, deeply engrained 
before thought is awake and even before the day of experi- 
ences which can later be recalled, govern conscious later 
thought. They are usually deepest and most unget-at-able 
just where critical thought is most needed — in morals, re- 
ligion and politics. These “infantilisms” account for the 
mass of irrationalities that prevail among men of other- 
wise rational tastes. These personal “hang-overs” are the 
cause of what the student of culture calls survivals. But 
unfortunately these survivals are much more numeroxis 
and pervasive than the anthropologist and historian are 
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wont to admit. To list them would perhaps oust one from 
‘‘respectable’" society. 

And yet the intimation never wholly deserts us that 
there is in the unformed activities of childhood and youth 
the possibilities of a better life for the community as well 
as for individuals here and there. This dim sense is the 
ground of our abiding idealization of childhod. For with 
all its extravagancies and uncertainties, its effusions and 
reticences, it remains a standing proof of a life wherein 
growth is normal not an anomaly, activity a delight not a 
task, and where habit forming is an expansion of power 
not its shrinkage. Habit and impulse may war with each 
other, but it is a combat between the habits of adults and 
the impulses of the young, and not, as with the adult, a 
civil warfare whereby personality is rent asunder. 

While childhood is the conspicuous proof of the renew- 
ing of habit rendered possible by impulse, the latter never 
wholly ceases to play its refreshing role in adult life. If it 
did, life would petrify, society stagnate. Instinctive reac- 
tions are sometimes too intense to be woven into a smooth 
pattern of habits. Under ordinary circumstances they ap- 
pear to be tamed to obey their master, custom. But ex- 
traordinary crises release them and they show by wild 
violent energy how superficial is the control of routine. 
The saying that civilization is only skin deep, that a sav- 
age persists beneath the clothes of a civilized man, is the 
common acknowledgment of this fact. At critical moments 
of unusual stimuli the emotional outbreak and rush of in- 
stincts dominating all activity show how superficial is the 
modification which a rigid habit has been able to effect. 

When we face this fact in its general significance, we 
confront one of the ominous aspects of the history of man. 
We realize how little the progress of man has been the 
product of intelligent guidance, how largely it has been a 
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by-product of accidental upheavals, even though by an 
apologetic interest in behalf of some privileged institution 
we later transmute chance into providence. We have de- 
pended upon the clash of war, the stress of revolution, the 
emergence of heroic individuals, the impact of migrations 
generated by war and famine, the incoming of barbarians, 
to change established institutions. Instead of constantly 
utilizing unused impulse to effect continuous reconstruc- 
tion, we have waited till an accumulation of stresses sud- 
denly breaks through the dikes of custom. 

In spite of what has been said, it will be asserted that 
there are definite, independent, original instincts which 
manifest themselves in specific acts in a one-to-one cor- 
respondence. Fear, it will be said, is a reality, and so is 
anger, and rivalry, and love of mastery of others, and self- 
abasement, maternal love, sexual desire', gregariousness 
and envy, and each has its own appropriate deed as a re- 
sult. Of course they are realities. So are suction, rusting 
of metals, thunder and lightning and lighter-than-air fly- 
ing machines. But science and invention did not get on as 
long as men indulged in the notion of special forces to ac- 
count for such phenomena. Men tried that road, and it 
only led them into learned ignorance. They spoke of na- 
ture’s abhorrence of a vacuum; of a force of combustion; 
of intrinsic nisus toward this and that; of heaviness and 
levity as forces. It turned out that these “forces” were 
only the phenomena over again, translated from a specific 
and concrete form (in which they were at least actual) 
into a generalized form in which they were verbal. They 
»:onverted a problem into a solution which afforded a sim- 
ulated satisfaction. 

Advance in insight and control came only when the 
mind turned squarely around. After it had dawned upon 
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inquirers that their alleged causal forces were only names 
which condensed into a duplicate form a variety of com- 
plex occurrences, they set about breaking up phenomena 
into minute detail and searching for correlations, that is, 
for elements in other gross phenomena which also varied. 
Correspondence of variations of elements took the place of 
large and imposing forces. The psychology of behavior is 
only beginning to undergo similar .treatment. It is prob- 
able that the vogue of sensation-psychology was due to the 
fact that it seemed to promise a similar detailed treatment 
of personal phenomena. But as yet we tend to regard sex, 
hunger, fear, and even much more complex active interests 
as if they were lump forces, like the combustion or gravity 
of old-fashioned physical science. 

It is not hard to see how the notion of a single and sep- 
arate tendency grew up in the case of simpler acts like 
hunger and sex. The paths of motor outlet or discharge 
are comparatively few and are fairly well defined. Specific 
bodily organs are conspicuously involved. Hence there is 
suggested the notion of a correspondingly separate psychic 
force or impulse. There are two fallacies in this assump- 
tion. The first consists in ignoring the fact that no activity 
(even one that is limited by routine habit) is confined to 
the channel which is most flagrantly involved in its execu- 
tion. The whole organism is concerned in every act to 
some extent and in some fashion, internal organs as well as 
muscular, those of circulation, secretion, etc. Since the 
total state of the organism is never exactly twice alike, in 
so far the phenomena of hunger and sex are never twice 
the same in fact. The difference may be negligible for 
some purposes, and yet give the key for the purposes of a 
psychological analysis which shall terminate in a correct 
judgment of value. Even physiologically the context of or- 
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ganic changes accompanying an act of hunger or sex- 
makes the difference between a normal and a morbid 
phenomenon. 

In the second place, the environment in which the act 
takes place is never twice alike. Even when the overt or- 
ganic discharge is substantially the same, the acts impinge 
upon a different environment and thus have diffetent con- 
sequences. It is impossible to regard these differences of 
objective result as indifferent to the quality of the acts.. 
They are immediately sensed if not clearly perceived; and 
they are the only components of the meaning of the act. 
When feelings, dwelling antecedently in the soul, were 
supposed to be the causes of acts, it was natural to sup- 
pose that each psychic element had its own inherent qual- 
ity which might be directly read off by introspection. But 
when we surrender this notion, it becomes evident that the 
only way of telling what an organic act is like is by the 
sensed or perceptible changes which it occasions. Some 
of these will be intra-organic, and (as just indicated) they 
will vary with every act. Others will be external to the 
organism, and these consequences are more important 
than the intra-organic ones for determining the quality of 
the act. For they are consequences in which others are 
concerned and which evoke reactions of favor and dis- 
favor as well as cooperative and resisting activities of a 
more indirect sort. 

A child gives way to what, grossly speaking, we call 
anger. Its felt or appreciated quality depends in the first 
place upon the condition of his organism at the time, and 
this is never twice alike. In the second place, the act is at 
once modified by the environment upon which it im- 
pinges so that different consequences are immediately re- 
flected back to the doer. In one case, anger is directed say 
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at older and stronger playmates who immediately avenge 
themselves upon the offender, perhaps cruelly. In another 
case, it takes effect upon weaker and impotent children, 
and the reflected appreciated consequence is one of 
achievement, victory, power and a knowledge of the 
means of having one’s own way. The notion that anger 
still remains a single force is a lazy mythology. Even in 
the cases of hunger and sex, where the channels of action 
are fairly demarcated by antecedent conditions (or ^‘na- 
ture”), the actual content and feel of hunger and sex, are 
indefinitely varied according to their social contexts. Only 
when a man is starving, is hunger an unqualified natural 
impulse; as it approaches this limit, it tends to lose, more- 
over, its psychological distinctiveness and to become a 
raven of the entire organism. 

The treatment of sex by psychoanalysts is most in- 
structive, for it flagrantly exhibits both the consequences 
of artificial simplification and the transformation of social 
results into psychic causes. Writers, usually male, hold 
forth on the psychology of woman, as if they were dealing 
with a Platonic universal entity, although they habitually 
treat men as individuals, varying with structure and en- 
vironment. They treat phenomena which are peculiarly 
symptoms of the civilization of the West at the present 
time as if they were the necessary effects of fixed native 
impulses of human nature. Romantic love as it exists to- 
day, with all the varying perturbations it occasions, is as 
definitely a sign of specific historic conditions as are big 
battle ships with turbines, internal-combustion engines, 
and electrically driven machines. It would be as sensible 
to treat the latter as effects of a single psychic cause as to 
attribute the phenomena of disturbance and conflict which 
accompany present sexual relations as manifestations of 
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an original single psychic force or Libido, Upon this point 
at least a Marxian simplification is nearer the truth than 
that of Jung. 

Again it is customary to suppose that there is a single 
instinct of fear, or at most a few well-defined sub-species 
of it. In reality, when one is afraid the whole being re- 
acts, and this entire responding organism is never twice 
the same. In fact, also, every reaction takes place in a dif- 
ferent environment, and its meaning is never twice alike, 
since the difference in environment makes a difference in 
consequences. It is only mythology which sets up a single, 
identical psychic force which “causes” all the reactions of 
fear, a force beginning and ending in itself. It is true 
enough that in all cases we are able to identify certain 
more or less separable characteristic acts — muscular con- 
tractions, withdrawals, evasions, concealments. But in the 
latter words we have already brought in an environment. 
Such terms as withdrawal and concealment have no mean- 
ing except as attitudes toward objects. There is no such 
thing as an environment in general; there are specific 
changing objects and events. Hence the kind of evasion 
or running away or shrinking up which takes place is di- 
rectly correlated with specific surrounding conditions. 
There is no one fear having diverse manifestations; there 
are as many qualitatively different fears as there are ob- 
jects responded to and different consequences sensed and 
observed. 

Fear of the dark is different from fear of publicity, 
fear of the dentist from fear of ghosts, fear of conspicuous 
success from fear of humiliation, fear of a bat from fear 
of a bear. Cowardice, embarrassment, caution and rever- 
ence may all be regarded as forms of fear. They all have 
certain physical organic acts in common — those of or- 
ganic shrinkage, gestures of hesitation and retreat. But 
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each is qualitatively unique. Each is what it is in virtue 
of its total interactions or correlations with other acts and 
with the environing medium, with consequences. High ex- 
plosives and the aeroplane have brought into being some- 
thing new in conduct. There is no error in calling it fear, 
But there is error, even from a limited clinical standpoint, 
in permitting the classifying name to blot from view the 
difference between fear of bombs dropped from the sky 
and the fears which previously existed. The new fear is 
just as much and just as little original and native as a 
child’s fear of a stranger. 

For any activity is original when it first occurs. As con- 
ditions are continually changing, new and primitive ac- 
tivities are continually occurring. The traditional psychol- 
ogy of instincts obscures recognition of this fact. It sets 
up a hard-and-fast preordained class under which specific 
acts are subsumed, so that their own quality and origi- 
nality are lost from view. This is why the novelist and 
dramatist are so much more illuminating as well as more 
interesting commentators on conduct than the schema- 
tizing psychologist. The artist makes perceptible indi- 
vidual responses and thus displays a new phase of human 
nature evoked in new situations. In putting the case vis- 
ibly and dramatically he reveals vital actualities. The 
scientific systematizer treats each act as merely another 
sample of some old principle, or as a mechanical com- 
bination of elements drawn from a ready-made inventory. 

When we recognize the diversity of native activities and 
the varied ways in which they are modified through inter- 
actions with one another in response to different condi- 
tions, we are able to understand moral phenomena other- 
wise baffling. In the career of any impulse activity there 
are speaking generally three possibilities. It may find a 
surging, explosive discharge — ^blind, unintelligent. It may 
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be sublimated — ^that is, become a factor coordinated in- 
telligently with others in a continuing course of action. 
Thus a gust of anger may, because of its dynamic incor- 
poration into disposition, be converted into an abiding 
conviction of social injustice to be remedied, and furnish 
the dynamic to carry the conviction into execution. Or an 
excitation of sexual attraction may reappear in art or in 
tranquil domestic attachments and services. Such an out- 
come represents the normal or desirable functioning of 
impulse; in which, to use our previous language, the im- 
pulse operates as a pivot, or reorganization of habit. Or 
again a released impulsive activity may be neither im- 
mediately expressed in isolated spasmodic action, nor in- 
directly employed in an enduring interest. It may be 
‘‘suppressed.” 

Suppression is not annihilation. “Psychic” energy is no 
more capable of being abolished than the forms we recog- 
nize as physical. If it is neither exploded nor converted, it 
is turned inwards, to lead a surreptitious, subterranean 
life. An isolated or spasmodic manifestation is a sign of 
immaturity, crudity, savagery; a suppressed activity is the 
cause of all kinds of intellectual and moral pathology. One 
form of the resulting pathology constitutes “reaction” in 
the sense in which the historian speaks of reactions. A 
conventionally familiar instance is Stuart license after 
Puritan restraint. A striking modern instance is the orgy of 
extravagance following upon the enforced economies and 
hardships of war, the moral letdown after its highstrung 
exalted idealisms, the deliberate carelessness after an at- 
tention too intense and too narrow. Outward manifesta- 
tion of many normal activities had been suppressed. But 
activities were not suppressed. They were merely dammed 
up awaiting their chance. 

The development of mental pathologies to the point 
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where they need clinical attention has of late enforced a 
widespread consciousness of some of the evils of suppres- 
sion of impulse. The studies of psychiatrists have made 
clear that impulses driven into pockets distill poison and 
produce festering sores. An organization of impulse into a 
working habit forms an interest. A surreptitious furtive 
organization which does not articulate in avowed expres- 
sion forms a ‘‘complex.” Current clinical psychology has 
undoubtedly overworked the influence of sexual impulse 
in this connection, refusing at the hands of some writers 
to recognize the operation of any other modes of dis- 
turbance. There are explanations of this onesidedness. 
The intensity of the sexual instinct and its organic rami- 
fications produce many of the cases that are so noticeable 
as to demand the attention of physicians. And social 
tabus and the tradition of secrecy have put this impulse 
under greater strain than has been imposed upon others. 
If a society existed in which the existence of impulse to- 
ward food were socially disavowed until it was compelled 
to live an illicit, covert life, alienists w^ould have plenty of 
cases of mental and moral disturbance to relate in con- 
nection with hunger. 

The significant thing is that the pathology arising from 
the sex instinct affords a striking case of a universal prin- 
ciple. Every impulse is, as far as it goes, force, urgency. 
It must either be used in some function, direct or sub- 
limated, or be driven into a concealed, hidden activity. It 
has long been asserted on empirical grounds that repres- 
sion and enslavement result in corruption and perversion. 
We have at last discovered the reason for this fact. The 
wholesome and saving force of intellectual freedom, open 
confrontation, publicity, now has the stamp of scientific 
sanction. The evil of checking impulses is not that they 
are checked. Without inhibition there is no instigation of 
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imagination, no redirection into more discriminated and 
comprehensive activities. The evil resides in a refusal of 
direct attention which forces the impulse into disguise and 
concealment, until it enacts its own unavowed uneasy 
private life subject to no inspection and no control. 

A rebellious disposition is also a form of romanticism. 
At least rebels set out as romantics, or, in popular par- 
lance, as idealists. There is no bitterness like that of con- 
scious impotency, the sense of suffocatingly complete sup- 
pression. The world is hopeless to one without hope. The 
rage of total despair is a vain effort at blind destructive- 
ness. Partial suppression induces in some natures a picture 
of complete freedom, while it arouses a destructive pro- 
test against existing institutions as enemies that stand in 
the way of freedom. Rebellion has at least one advantage 
over recourse to artificial stimulation and to subconscious 
nursings of festering sore spots. It engages in action and 
thereby comes in contact with realities. It contains the 
possibility of learning something. Yet learning by this 
method is immensely expensive. The costs are incalculable. 
As Napoleon said, every revolution moves in a vicious 
circle. It begins and ends in excess. 

The use of the words instinct and impulse in the fore- 
going as practical equivalents is intentional, even though 
it may grieve critical readers. The word instinct taken 
alone is still too laden with the older notion that an in- 
stinct is always definitely organized and adapted — ^which 
for the most part is just what it is not in human beings. 
The word impulse suggests something primitive, yet loose, 
undirected, initial. Man can progress as beasts cannot, 
precisely because he has so many “instincts’^ that they cut 
across one another, so that most serviceable actions must 
be learned. In learning habits it is possible for man to 
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learn the habit of learning. Then betterment becomes a 
conscious principle of life, 

III • Intelligence* 

In discussing habit and impulse we have repeatedly 
met topics where reference to the work of thought was 
imperative. Explicit consideration of the place and office 
of intelligence in conduct can hardly begin otherwise than 
by gathering together these incidental references and re- 
affirming their significance. The stimulation of reflective 
imagination by impulse, its dependence upon established 
habits, and its effect in transforming habit and regulating 
impulse forms, accordingly, our first theme. 

Habits are conditions of intellectual efficiency. They 
operate in two ways upon intellect. Obviously, they re- 
strict its reach, they fix its boundaries. They are blinders 
that confine the eyes of mind to the road ahead. They pre* 
vent thought from straying away from its imminent occu- 
pation to a landscape more varied and picturesque but 
irrelevant to practice. Outside the scope of habits, thought 
works gropingly, fumbling in confused uncertainty; and 
yet habit made complete in routine shuts in thought so 
effectually that it is no longer needed or possible. The 
routineer’s road is a ditch out of which he cannot get, 
whose sides enclose him, directing his course so thoroughly 
that he no longer thinks of his path or his destination. All 
habit forming involves the beginning of an intellectual 
specialization which if unchecked ends in thoughtless ac- 
tion. 

Significantly enough this fullblown result is called ab- 
sentmindedness. Stimulus and response are mechanically 
linked together in an unbroken chain. Each successive act 

Human Nature and Conduct, pp. 172-196; 254-255. 
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facilely evoked by its predecessor pushes us automatically 
into the next act of a predetermined series. Only a signal 
flag of distress recalls consciousneigs to the task of carrying 
on. Fortunately nature which beckons us to this path of 
least resistance also puts obstacles in the way of our com- 
plete acceptance of its invitation. Success in achieving a 
ruthless and dull efficiency of action is thwarted by unto- 
ward circumstance. The most skilful aptitude bumps at 
times into the unexpected, and so gets into trouble from 
which only observation and invention extneate it. Effi- 
ciency in following a beaten path has then to be converted 
into breaking a new road through strange lands. 

Habit is however more than a restriction of thought. 
Habits become negative limits because they are first posi- 
tive agencies. The more numerous our habits the wider the 
field of possible observation and foretelling. The more 
flexible they are, the more refined is perception in its dis- 
crimination and the more delicate the presentation evoked 
by imagination. The sailor is intellectually at home on the 
sea, the hunter in the forest, the painter in his studio, the 
man of science in his laboratory. These commonplaces are 
universally recognized in the concrete; but their signifi- 
cance is obscured and their truth denied in the current 
general theory of mind. For they mean nothing more or 
less than that habits formed in process of exercising bio- 
logical aptitudes are the sole agents of observation, recol- 
lection, foresight and judgment: a mind or consciousness 
or soul in general which performs these operations is a 
myth. 

Yet habit does not, of itself, know, for it does not of 
itself stop to think, observe or remember. Neither does 
impulse of itself engage in reflection or contemplation. It 
just lets go. Habits by themselves are too organized, too 
insistent and determinate to need to indulge in inquiry or 
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imaginatidn. And impulses are too chaotic, tumultuous 
and confused to be aMS to know even if they wSnted to. 
Habit as such is too definitely ad^ted to an environ- 
mrat to survey or malyze it, and impulse is too indeter- 
minately related to the environment to be capable of re- 
porting anything about it. Habit incorporates, enacts or 
overrides objects, but it doesn’t know them. Impulse scat- 
ters and obliterates them with its restless stir. A certain 
delicate combination of habit and impulse is requisite for 
observation, memory and judgment. Knowledge which is 
not projected against the black unknown lives in the 
muscles, not in consciousness. 

We may, indeed, be said to know how by means of our 
habits. And a sensible intimation of the practical function 
of knowledge has led men to identify all acquired practical 
skill, or even the instinct of animals, with knowledge. We 
walk and read aloud, we get off and on street cars, we 
dress and undress, and do a thousand useful acts without 
thinking of them. We know scnnething, namely, how to do 
them. Bergson’s philosophy of intuition is hardly more 
than an elaborately documented commentary cm the pqni- 
lar concepticHi that by instinct a bird knows how to build 
a nest and a spider to weave a web. But after dl, this 
practical work done by habit and instinct in securing 
prompt and exact adjustment to the environment is not 
knowledge, except by courtesy. Or, if we choose to call it 
knowledge — and no one has the right to issue an ukase to 
the contrary— then other things also called knowledge, 
knowledge of and about things, knowledge that things are 
thus and so, knowledge that involves reffedicm and con- 
scious appreciation, remains of a different sort, unac- 
counted for and undescribed. 

The probkiB of the place of knowledge and judgment 
in conduct depends upon getting the fundamental psy^ 
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chology of thought straightened out. We compare life to a 
traveler faring forth. We may consider him first at a mo- 
ment when his activity is confident, straightforward, or- 
ganized. He marches on giving no direct attention to his 
path, nor thinking of his destination. Abruptly be is pulled 
up, arrested. Something is going wrong in his activity. 
From the standpoint of an onlooker, he has met an ob- 
stacle which must be overcome before his behavior can be 
unified into a successful ongoing. From his own stand- 
point, there is shock, confusion, perturbation, uncertainty. 
For the moment he doesn't know what hit him, as we say, 
nor where he is going. But a new impulse is stirred which 
becomes the starting point of an investigation, a looking 
into things, a trying to see them, to find out what is going 
on. Habits which were interfered with begin to get a new 
direction as they cluster about the impulse to look and see. 
The blocked habits of locomotion give him a sense of 
where he was going, of what he had set out to do, and of 
the ground already traversed. As he looks, he sees definite 
things which are not just things at large but which are re- 
lated to his course of action. The momentum of the ac- 
tivity entered upon persists as a sense of direction, of aim; 
it is an anticipatory project. In short, he recollects, ob- 
serves and plans. 

The trinity of these forecasts, perceptions and remem- 
brances form a subject-matter of discriminated and iden- 
tified objects. These objects represent habits turned inside 
out. They exhibit both the cmward tendency of habit and 
the objective conditions which have been incorporated 
within it. Sensations in immediate consciousness are ele- 
ments of action dislocated through the shock of interrupt 
tion. They never, however, completely monopolize the 
scene; for there is a body of residual undisturbed habits 
which is reflected in remembered and perceived objects 



INTELLIGENCE 7SS 

having a meaning. Thus out of shock and puzzlement 
there gradually emerges a figured framework of objects, 
past, present, future. These shade off variously into a vast 
penumbra of vague, unfigured things, a setting which is 
taken for granted and not at all explicitly presented. The 
complexity of the figured scene in its scope and refinement 
of contents depends wholly upon prior habits and their 
organization. The reason a baby can know little and an 
experienced adult know much when confronting the same 
things is not because the latter has a “mind” which the 
former has not, but because one has already formed habits 
which the other has still to acquire. The scientific man and 
the philosopher like the carpenter, the physician and pdi- 
tician know with their habits not with their “conscious- 
ness.” The latter is eventual, not a source. Its occurrence 
marks a peculiarly delicate connection between highly or- 
ganized habits and unorganized impulses. Its contents or 
objects, observed, recollected, projected and generalized 
into principles, represent the incorporated material of 
habits coming to the surface, because habits are disin- 
tegrating at the touch of conflicting impulses. But they 
also gather themselves together to comprehend impulse 
and make it effective. 

Deliberation is a dramatic rehearsal (in imagination) of 
various competing possible lines of action. It starts from 
the blocking of efficient overt action, due to that conflict 
of prior habit and newly released impulse to which ref- 
erence has been made. Then each habit, each impulse, in- 
volved in the temporary suspense of overt action takes its 
turn in being tried out. Deliberation is an experiment in 
finding out what the various lines of possible action are 
really like. It is an experiment in making various com- 
binations of selected elements of habits and impulses, to 
see what the resultant action would be like if it were 
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entered upon. But the trial is in imagination^ not in overt 
fact. The experiment is carried on by tentative rehearsals 
in thought which do not affect physical facts outside the 
body. Thought runs ahead and foresees outcomes, and 
thereby avoids having to await the instruction of actual 
failure and disaster. An act overtly tried out is irrevocable, 
its consequences cannot be blotted out. An act tried out 
in imagination is not final or fatal. It is retrievable. 

Each conflicting habit and impulse takes its turn in pro- 
jecting itself upon the screen of imagination. It unrolls a 
picture of its future history, of the career it would have if 
it were given head. Although overt exhibition is checked 
by the pressure of contrary propulsive tendencies, this 
very inhibition gives habit a chance at manifestation in 
thought. Deliberation means precisely that activity is dis- 
integrated, and that its various elements hold one another 
up. While none has force enough to become the center of a 
re-directed activity, or to dominate a course of action, each 
has enough power to check others from exercising mastery. 
Activity does not cease in order to give way to reflection; 
activity is turned from execution into intra-organic chan- 
nels, resulting in dramatic rehearsal. 

If activity were directly exhibited it would result in 
certain experiences, contacts with the environment. It 
would succeed by making environing objects, things and 
persons, co-partners in its forward movement; or else it 
would run against obstacles and be troubled, possibly de- 
feated. These experiences of contact with objects and their 
qualities give meaning, character, to an otherwise fluid, 
unconscious activity. We find out what seeing means by 
the objects which are seen. They constitute the signifi- 
cance of visual activity which would otherwise remain a 
blank. “Pure” activity is for consciousness pure emptiness. 
It acquires a content or filling of meanings only in static 
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tennini, what it comes to rest in, or in the obstacles which 
check its onward movement and deflect it. As has been re- 
marked, the object is that which objects. 

There is no difference in this respect between a visible 
course of conduct and one proposed in deliberation. We 
have no direct consciousness of what we purpose to do. 
We can judge its nature, assign its meaning, only by fol- 
lowing it into the situations whither it. leads, noting the 
objects against which it runs and seeing how they rebuff 
or unexpectedly encourage it. In imagination as in fact we 
know a road only by what we see as we travel on it. 
Mweover the objects which prick out the course of a pro- 
posed act xmtil we can see its design also serve to direct 
eventual overt activity. Every object hit upon as the habit 
traverses its imaginary path has a direct effect upon ex- 
isting activities. It reinforces, inhibits, redirects habits al- 
ready working or stirs up others which had not previously 
actively entered in. In thought as well as in overt action, 
the objects experienced in following out a course of action 
attract, repel, satisfy, annoy, promote and retard. Thus 
deliberation proceeds. To say that at last it ceases is to 
say that choice, decision, takes place. 

What then is choice? Simply hitting in imagination 
upon an object which furnishes an adequate stimulus to 
the recovery of overt action. Choice is made as soon as 
some habit, or some combination of elements of habits 
and impulse, finds a way fully open. Then energy is re- 
leased. The mind is made up, composed, unified. As long 
as deliberation pictures shoals or rocks or troublesome 
gales as marking the route of a contemplated voyage, de- 
liberation goes on. But when the various factors in action 
fit harmoniously together, when imagination finds no an- 
noying hindrance, when there is a picture of open seas, 
filled sails and favoring winds, the vojrage is definitely 
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entered upon. This decisive direction of action constitutes 
choice. It is a great error to suppose that we have no pref- 
erences until there is a choice. We are always biased be- 
ings, tending in one direction rather than another. The 
occasion of deliberation is an excess of preferences, not 
natural apathy or an absence of likings. We want things 
that are incompatible with one another; therefore we have 
to make a choice of what we really want, of the course of 
action, that is, which most fully releases activities. Choice 
is not the emergence of preference out of indifference. It 
is the emergence of a unified preference out of competing 
preferences. Biases that had held one another in check 
now, temporarily at least, reinforce one another, and con- 
stitute a unified attitude. The moment arrives when im- 
agination pictures an objective consequence of action 
which supplies an adequate stimulus and releases defini- 
tive action. All deliberation is a search for a way to act, 
not for a final terminus. Its office is to facilitate stimula- 
tion. 

These facts give us the key to the old controversy as to 
the respective places of desire and reason in conduct. It is 
notorious that some moralists have deplored the influence 
of desire; they have found the heart of strife between 
good and evil in the conflict of desire with reason, in 
which the former has force on its side and the latter au- 
thority. But reasonableness is in fact a quality of an effec- 
tive relationship among desires rather than a thing op- 
^ed to desire. It signifies the order, perspective, propor- 
tion which is achieved, during deliberation, out of a diver- 
sity of earlier incompatible preferences. Choice is reason- 
able when it induces us to act reasonably; that is, with 
regard to the claims of each of the competing habits and 
impulses. This implies, of course, the presence of a com- 
prehensive object, one whith coordinates, organizes and 
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functions each factor of the situation which gave rise to 
conflict, suspense and deliberation. This is as true when 
some “bad” impulses and habits enter in as when ap- 
proved ones require unification. We have already seen the 
effects of choking them off, of efforts at direct suppression. 
Bad habits can be subdued only by being utilized as ele- 
ments in a new, more generous and comprehensive scheme 
of action, and good ones be preserved from rot only by 
similar use. 

The conclusion is not that the emotional, passionate 
phase of action can be or should be eliminated in behalf of 
a bloodless reason. More “passions,” not fewer, is the an- 
swer. To check the influence of hate there must be sympa- 
thy, while to rationalize sympathy there are needed emo- 
tions of curiosity, caution, respect for the freedom of 
others — dispositions which evoke objects which balance 
those called up by sympathy, and prevent its degeneration 
into maudlin sentiment and meddling interference. Ration- 
ality, once more, is not a force to evoke against impulse 
and habit. It is the attainment of a working harmony 
among diverse desires. “Reason” as a noun signifies the 
happy cooperation of a multitude of dispositions, such as 
sympathy, curiosity, exploration, experimentation, frank- 
ness, pursuit (to follow things through), circumspection 
(to look about at the context). The elaborate sys- 
tems of science are born not of reason but of impulses at 
first slight and flickering; impulses to handle, move about, 
to hunt, to uncover, to mix things separated and divide 
things combined, to talk and to listen. Method is their ef- 
fectual organization into continuous dispositions of in- 
quiry, develc^ment and testing. It occurs after these acts 
and because of their consequences. Reason, the rational 
attitude, is the resulting disposition, not a ready-made 
antecedent which can be invoked at will and set into move- 
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naent. The num who would intellig^itly cultivate intelH- 
gence will widen, not narrow, his life of strong impulses 
whfle aiming at their happy comcidence in opwation. 

Impulse is primary and intelligence is secondary and in 
some sense derivative. There should be no blinking of this 
fact. But recognition of it as a fact exalts intelligence. For 
thought is not the slave of impulse to do its bidding. Im- 
pulse does not know what it is after; it cannot give orders, 
not even if it wants to. It rushes blindly into any opening 
it chances to find. Anything that expends it, satisfies it. 
One outlet is like another to it. It is indiscriminate. Its 
vagaries and excesses are the stock theme of classical mor- 
alists; and while they point the wrong moral in urging the 
abdication of impulse in favor of reason, their characteri- 
zation of impulse is not wholly wrong. What intelligence 
has to do in the service of impulse is to act not as its 
obedient servant but as its clarifier and liberator. And this 
can be accomplished only by a study of the conditions and 
causes, the workings and consequences of the greatest pos- 
sible variety of desires and combinations of desire. Intelli- 
gence converts desire into plans, systematic plans based on 
a^embling facts, reporting events as they happen, keeping 
lab on thm and analyang them. 



CHAPTER FOURTEEN 


INTELLIGENCE IN MORALS 

I • Individual and Social Morality* 

WHEN social life is stable, when custom rules, the 
problems of morals have to do with the adjustments which 
individuals make to the institutions in which they live, 
rather than with the moral quality of the institutions 
themselves. Men take their social relations for granted; 
they are what they are and, in being that, are what they 
should be. If anything is wrong it is due to the failure of 
individuals to do what social customs tell them to do. 
Only a few daring persons criticize ancestral habits, and 
then only guardedly. When social life is in a state of flux, 
moral issues cease to gather exclusively about personal 
conformity and deviation. They center in the value of so- 
cial arrangements, of laws, of inherited traditions that 
have crystallized into institutions, in changes that are de- 
sirable. Institutions lose their quasi-sacredness and are 
the objects of moral questioning. We now live in such a 
period. Ever since the latter half of the eighteenth cep- 
tury the interesting and stirring human problems for intel-^ 
lectual inquiry as well as for practical application have 
arisen out of criticism of existing social arrangements and 
traditions, in State, government, law, church, family* in- 
dustry, business, international relations. So far as 
theories have kept aloof from perplexities about social 

♦ From Ethics, Dewey and Tufts (revised edition), pp. 347-353. 
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policies in these fields, so far as they have merely re- 
peated commonplaces about personal conduct in isolation 
from social issues, they have become anemic and sterile. 

Indeed, one of the chief values, from the standpoint of 
theory, of considering the moral bearing of social problems 
is that we are then confronted with live issues in which 
vital choices still have to be made, and with situations 
where principles are still in process of forming. We are 
thus saved from the ^^moralistic^^ narrowing down of mor- 
als; we appreciate that morals are as wide as the area of 
everything which affects the values of human living. These 
values are involved on the widest scale in social issues. 
Hence critical questioning of existing institutions and crit- 
ical discussion of changes, proposed on the theory that 
they will produce social betterment, are the best means 
of enforcing the fact that moral theory is more than a re- 
mote exercise in conceptual ansdysis or than a mere mode 
of preaching and exhortation. When we take the social 
point of view we are compelled to realize the extent to 
which our moral beliefs are a product of the social envi- 
ronment and also the extent to which thinking, new ideas, 
can change this environment. 

Study from this point of view also discloses in a con- 
crete fashion the limitation of moral theory and the posi- 
tive office which it can perform. It shows that it is not the 
business of moral theory to provide a ready-made solution 
to large moral perplexities. But it also makes it clear that 
while the solution has to be reached by action based on 
personal choice, theory can enlighten and guide choice and 
action by revealing alternatives, and by bringing to light 
what is entailed when we choose one alternative rather 
another. It shows, in short, that the function of the- 
ory b not to furnish a substitute for personal reflective 



INDIVIDUAL AND SOCIAL MORALITY 7H 


choice but to be an instrument for rendering deliberation 
more effective and hence choice more intelligent. 

Again, conventionalized morals conceal from view the 
uncertainty which attends decision as to what is good in a 
concrete case, and covers up the problematic nature of 
what is right and obligatory. But consideration of social 
questions and conflicting proposals brings just these things 
home to us. It puts before us situations where the moral 
struggle is not just to be kept from departing from what 
we know already to be good and right, but where we need 
to discover what is good and right, and where reflection 
and experimentation are the sole means of discovery. There 
are still those who think they are in possession of codes 
and principles which settle finally and automatically the 
right and wrong of, say, divorce, the respective rights of 
capital and labor, the exact limits of private property, the 
extent to which legislation should go in deciding what in- 
dividuals shall eat, drink, wear, etc. But there are also 
many other persons, an increasing number, who see that 
such questions as these cannot be settled by deduction 
from fixed premises, and that the attempt to decide them 
in that fashion is the road to the intolerant fanaticism, 
dogmatism, class strife, of the closed mind. Wars waged in 
the alleged interest of religion, or in defense of particular 
economic conceptions, prove the practical danger of carry^ 
ing theoretical dogmatism into action. Since the right 
course is to bring the best intelligence we can command to 
bear upon such social problems, theory has a definite func- 
tion in establishing the value of such intelligence and in 
promoting it by clarifying issues, proposing solutions, guid- 
ing the action which tests the worth of these proposals. 

The foregoing remarks should make clear what is meant 
by that change from personal to social morality which has 
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been referred to. It does not signify that morality be- 
comes impersonal and collective; it remains and must re- 
main personal in that social problems have to be faced by 
individuals, and decisions reached in the forum of individ- 
ual minds have to be carried into effect by individual 
agents, who are in turn personally responsible for the con- 
sequences of 'their acts. Morals are personal because they 
^ring from personal insight, judgment, and choice. Such 
facts as these, however, are wholly consistent with the 
fact that what men think and believe is affected by com- 
mon factors, and that the thought and choice of one in- 
dividual spread to others. They do not militate agmnst 
the fact that men have to act together, and that their con- 
joint action is embodied in institutions and laws; that 
unified action creates government and legislative policiesi, 
forms the family, establishes schools and churches, mani- 
fests itself in business corporations of vast extent and 
power, in clubs and fraternities for enjoyment and recrea- 
tion, and in armies which set nation against nation. In 
other words, it is a fact that a vast network of relations 
surrounds the individual: indeed, “surrounds" is too ex- 
ternal a tenfa, since every individual lives in the network 
as a part of it. The material of personal reflection and of 
choice comes to each of us from the customs, traditions, 
institutions, policies, and plans of these large collective 
wholes. They are the influences which form his character, 
evoke and ccmfirm his attitudes, and affect at every turn 
the quality of his happiness and his aspirations. This 
statement is true not only of the associations of which he 
is a direct member but also of those which seem external 
to him; since through commerce, war, and intercommuni- 
cation the action of one territori^ nation affects the mem- 
bers of another, while the standards set by one social 
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group, say that of wealth and prestige, alfect the desires 
and the capabilities of individuals in other groups. 

At the present time, almost all important ethical prob- 
lems arise out of the conditions of associated life. As we 
have previously noted, in a stationary society, in one 
dominated by custom, the existing social order seems to 
be like the order of nature itself; as inevitable, and as 
necessary or as capricious as the case may be. Any sugges- 
tion for change is reganded as “unnatural.” Even in pres- 
ent social life, any deep-seated change is opposed as con- 
trary to nature; such was the case, for example, with 
“votes for women” a short time ago. Such is the 
case still with proposals for, say, doing away with war, 
or the elimination of the pecuniary profit motive from in- 
dustry. Nevertheless, when inventions modify social con- 
ditions, when new wants and new satisfactions abound, 
when dislocations of elements of population through mi- 
gration take place on a large scale, when cultures once sep- 
arated mix and influence one another, when new modes 
of industry invade domestic life, when the emergence of in- 
creased leisure time coincides with new opportunities for 
amusement, when great combinations of capital arise 
which determine the opportunities of individuals for find- 
ing work, attention is forced to note the influence exerted 
upon individuals by collective conditions. Personal selves 
are forced, unless they are merely to drift, to consider 
their own action with respect to socid changes. They are 
forced, if they engage in reflection at all, to determine 
what social tendencies they shall favor and which ones 
they shall oppose; which institutions they will strive to 
conserve and which they will endeavor to modify or abol- 
ish. That the present is a time of social changes is a com- 
monplace; the iliere existence alone of democratic govern- 
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ment, for example, raises social issues for moral decision 
which did not exist for most men and women so long as 
government was autocratic and confined to a few. 

The change from “personal” to “social” morality con- 
cerns then the kind of moral questions which are upper- 
most. For many individuals it is not now a question of 
whether they individually will appropriate property be- 
longing to another, but whether existing large-scale eco- 
nomic arrangements operate to effect an equitable distri- 
bution of property; and if not, what they as individuals 
shall do about it. In one sense the change to social moral- 
ity makes morals more acutely personal than they were 
when custom ruled. It forces the need of more, personal 
reflection, more personal knowledge and insight, more de- 
liberate and steadfast personal convictions, more resolute 
personal attitudes in action — more personal in the sense 
of being more conscious in choice and more voluntary in 
execution. It would then be absurd to suppose that “social 
morals” meant a swallowing up of individuality in an 
anon)rmous mass, or an abdication of personal responsibil- 
ity in decision and action. It signifies that the social con- 
ditions and social consequences of personal action (which 
always exist in any case), are now brought to explicit 
consciousness so that they require searching thought and 
careful judgment in a way practically unprecedented for- 
merly. It indicates that reflection is morally indispensable. 
It points out the material of reflection: the sort of things 
to which moral inquiry and judgment must go out. 

II - Reflection in the Moral Situation* 

There can, however, be no such thing as reflective mo- 
rality except where men seriously ask by what purposes 
they should direct their conduct and why they should do 

♦From Ethics t Dewey and Tufts (revised edition), pp. 197-201: 
225-230; 312-13. 
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so; what it is which makes their purposes good. This in- 
tellectual search for ends is bound to arise when customs 
fail to give required guidance. And this failure happens 
when old institutions break down; when invasions from 
without and inventions and innovations from within rad* 
ically alter the course of life. 

Every habit introduces continuity into activity; it fur- 
nishes a permanent thread or axis. When custom breaks 
down, the only thing which can link together the succes- 
sion of various acts is a common purpose running through 
separate acts. An end-in-view gives unity and continuity, 
whether it be the securing of an education, the carrying 
on of a military campaign, or the building of a house. The 
more inclusive the aim in question the broader is the uni- 
fication which is attained. Comprehensive ends may con- 
nect together acts performed during a long span of years. 
To the common soldier or even to the general in com- 
mand, winning the campaign may be a sufficiently com- 
prehensive aim to unify acts into conduct. But some one is 
bound to ask: What then? To what uses shall victory 
when achieved be put? At least that question is bound to 
be asked, provided men are intelligently interested in their 
behavior and are not governed by chance and the pressure 
of the passing moment. The development of inclusive and 
enduring aims is the necessary condition of the application 
of reflection in conduct; indeed, they are two names for 
the same fact. There can be no such thing as reflective 
morality where there is not solicitude for the ends to 
which action is directed. 

An end-in-view differs on one side from a mere antici- 
pation or prediction of an outcome, and on the other side 
from the propulsive force of mere habit and appetite. In 
distinction from the first, it involves a want, an impulsive 
urge and forward drive; in distinction from the second, it 
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involves an intellectual factor, the thought of an object 
which gives meaning and direction to the urge. This con- 
nection between purpose and desire is the source of one 
whole class of moral problems. Attainment of learning, 
professional skill, wealth, power, would not be animating 
purposes unless the thought of some result were unified 
with some intense need of the self, for it takes thought to 
convert an impulse into a desire centered in an object. But 
on the other end, a strong craving tends to exclude 
thought. It is in haste for its own speedy realization. An 
intense appetite, say thirst, impels to immediate action 
without thought of its consequences, as a very thirsty 
man at sea tends to drink salt water without regard to ob- 
jective results. Deliberation and inquiry, on the other 
hand, take time; they demand delay, the deferring of im- 
mediate action. Craving does not look beyond the moment, 
but it is of the very nature of thought to look toward a 
remote end. 

There is accordingly a conflict brought about within the 
self. But while there is conflict, it is not between desire 
and reason, but between a desire which wants a nearby 
object and a desire which wants an object which is seen 
by thought to occur in consequence of an intervening 
series of conditions, or in the '‘long run”; it is a conflict 
between two objects presented in thought, one correspond- 
ing to a want or appetite just as it presents itself in isola- 
tion, the other corresponding to the want thought of in 
relation to other wants. Fear may suggest flight or lying 
to a man as ends to be sought; further thought may bring 
a man to a conviction that steadfastness and truthfulness 
will insure a much larger and more enduring good. There 
is an idea in each case; in the first case, an idea of per- 
sonal safety; in the second instance, an idea of, say, the 
safety of others to be achieved by remaining at apost. In 



THE MORAt SITUATION 7^^ 

each case also there is desire; in the first instance a desire 
which lies close to natural impulse and instinct; in the 
second instance, a desire which would not be aroused were 
it not that thought brings into view remote consequences. 
In one ca$e, original impulse dictates the thought of the 
object; m the other case, this ^original impulse is trans^ 
formed into a different desire because of objects which 
thought holds up to view. But no matter how elaborate 
and how rational is the object of thought, it is impotet^ 
unless it arouses desire. 

In its extreme and logical form the conception of ends 
has no great present vogue. Discussion of it is still impor- 
tant, however, because its underlying idea is perpetuated 
in the tendency to regard morals as a set of special and 
separate dispositions. Moral goodness is quite commonly 
divided off from interest in all the objects which make 
life fuller, and is confined to a narrow set of aims, which 
are prized too often merely because they involve inhibition 
and repression. Experience shows that the effect of this at- 
titude is.to keep attention fixed upon the things which are 
thought to be evil. The mind becomes obsessed with guilt 
and how to avoid it. In consequence, a sour and morose 
disposition is fostered. An individual affected in this way 
is given to condemnation of others and to looking for evil 
in them. The generosity of mind whidh is rooted in faith 
in human nature is stifled. Meanwhile, the positive in- 
terest in ends which is the source of abundant power 
grows weak. Normally, discipline comes about as a fruit 
of steady devotion to ends that are of positive value. The 
person thoroughly interested in an end— whether it be that 
of an art or a profession or calling — ^will endure hardship 
and repellent conditions because they are incidents of the 
pursuit of what is good. He will find in the course of his 
Dursuit sufficient opportunity for exercise of the haidei 
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virtues. The man who can make a sport out of his en- 
deavor to break a bad habit will succeed^ while failure will 
await the person who concentrates his effort upon the 
negative idea of mere abstinence. There is a contrast be- 
tween the natural goods — those which appeal to immediate 
desire — ^and the moral good, that which is approved after 
reflection. But the difference is not absolute and inherent. 
The moral good is some natural good which is sustained 
and developed through consideration of it in its relations; 
the natural enjoyment which conflicts with the moral good 
is that which accompanies some desire which persists be- 
cause it is allowed to sway action by itself, apart from the 
connections which reflection would bring to light. 

The idea of Ends and the Good is the counterpart of 
the intellectual aspect of character and conduct. The diffi- 
culty in the way of attaining and maintaining practical 
wisdom is the urgency of immediate impulse and desire 
which swell and swell until they crowd out all thought of 
remote and comprehensive goods. The conflict is a real 
one and is at the heart of many of our serious moral strug- 
gles and lapses. In the main, solution is found in utilizing 
all possible occasions, when we are not in the presence of 
conflicting desires, to cultivate interest in those goods 
which we do approve in our calm moments of reflection. 
John Stuart Mill remarked that “the cultivated mind . . . 
finds sources of inexhaustible interest in all that surrounds 
it; in the objects of nature, the achievements of art, the 
imaginations of poetry, the incidents of history, the ways 
of mankind, past, present and their prospects in the fu- 
ture.” There are many times when the cultivation of these 
interests meets with no strong obstacle. The habits which 
are built up and reenforced under such conditions are the 
best bulwarks against weakness and surrender in the mo- 
ments when the reflective or “true” good conflicts with 
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that set up by temporary and intense desire. The proper 
course of action is, then, to multiply occasions for the en- 
joyment of these ends, to prolong and deepen the experi- 
ences connected with them. Morality then becomes posi- 
tive instead of a struggle carried against the seductive 
force of lesser goods. This course of action gives no guar- 
antee against occurrence of situations of conflict and of 
possible failure to maintain the greater good. But reflective 
attachment to the ends which reason presents is enor- 
mously increased when these ends have themselves been, 
on earlier occasions, natural goods enjoyed in the normal 
course of life. Ideal ends, those sustained by thought, do 
not lose their ideal character when they are directly ap- 
preciated; in the degree in which they become objects of 
positive interest their power to control and move conduct 
in times of stress is reenforced. 

The truth hinted at in the hedonistic view of moral wis- 
dom (that it consists in foresight and calculation of future 
enjoyments and sufferings) is that present enjoyment may 
accompany the thought of remote objects when they are 
held before the mind. Its error lies in supposing that in 
reflection our ideas go out to future pleasures instead of to 
future objects^ A man in order to cultivate good health 
does not think of the pleasures it will bring to him: in 
thinking of the various objects and acts which will follow 
from good health he experiences a present enjoyment, and 
this enjoyment strengthens his effort to attain it. As Plato 
and Aristotle said over two thousand years ago, the aim 
of moral education is to develop a character which finds 
pleasure in right objects and pain in wrong ends. 

Something similar is to be said of wisdom or prudence 
viewed as a judgment of ends which are expedient or that 
mark ''good policy.” As far as the maxim emphasizes 
means and conditions that are necessary to achievement, 
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thus taking morals out of the region o£ sentimental vapor- 
ings and fantasies, miscalled idealism, the principle is 
sound. Error lies in restriction of the domains of value in 
which achievement is desirable. It is folly rather than wis- 
dom to include in the concept of success only tangible 
material goods and to exclude those of culture, art, sci- 
ence, S3m^athetic relations with others. Once a man has 
experienced certain kinds of good in a concrete and in- 
timate way, he would rather fail in external achievement 
than forego striving for them. The zest of endeavor is it- 
self an enjoyment to be fostered, and life is poor without 
it. As John Stuart Mill said ''some things called expedient 
are not useful but in reality are one branch of the harm- 
ful.” To due reflection, things sometimes regarded as 
"practical” are in truth highly impolitic and shortsighted. 
But the way to eliminate preference for narrow and short- 
sighted expediencies is not to condemn the practical as low 
and mercenary in comparison with spiritual ideals, but to 
cultivate all possible opportunities for the actual enjoy- 
ment of the reflective values and to engage in the activity, 
the practice, which extends their scope. 

Finally, the underlying truth of what is called Epicure- 
anism is this: the importance of nurturing the present 
enjoyment of things worth while, instead of sacrificing 
present value to an unknown and uncertain future. If this 
course is popularly thought of as mere self-indulgence, as 
selfish and destructive of consecutive striving for remote 
ends, it is because emphasis is laid upon the bare fact of 
enjoyment instead of upon the values enjoyed. Here as 
with the other principles discussed, the conclusitm is the 
need of fostering at every opportunity direct enjoyment of 
the kind of goods reflection approves. To deny direct satis- 
faction any place in morals is simply to weaken the mov- 
ing force of the goods approved by thought. 
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In conclusion, we point out that the discussion enables 
us to give an empirically verifiable meaning to the concep- 
tion of ideal values in contrast with material values. The 
distinction is one between goods which, when they present 
themselves to imagination, are approved by reflection 
after wide examination of their relations, and the goods 
which are such only because their wider connections are 
not looked into. We cannot draw up a catalogue and say 
that such and such goods are intrinsically and always 
ideal, and such and such other ones inherently base be- 
cause material. There are circumstances under which en- 
joyment of a value called spiritual because it is associate 
with religion is mere indulgence; when its good, in other 
words, becomes one of mere sensuous emotion. There are 
occasions when attention to the material environment con- 
stitutes the ideal good because that is the act which thor- 
oughgoing inquiry would approve. In a general way, of 
course, we can safely point out that certain goods are ideal 
in character: those of art, science, culture, interchange of 
knowledge and ideas, etc. But that is because past experi- 
ence has shown that they are the l^ind of values which 
are likely to be approved upon searching reflection. Hence 
a presumption exists in their favor, but in concrete cases 
only a presumption. To suppose that the higher ideal 
value inheres in them per se would result in fostering the 
life of a dilettante and mere esthete, and would relegate 
all goods experienced in the natural course of life to a 
non-moral or anti -moral plane. There is in fact a place 
and time — that is, there are relationships— in which the 
satisfactions of the normal appetites, usually called physi- 
cal and sensuous, have an ideal quality. Were it not so, 
some form of asceticism would be the only moral course. 
The business of reflection in determining the true gocwl 
cannot be done once for all, as, for instance, by making out 
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a table of values arranged in a hierarchical order of higher 
and lower. The business of reflection needs to be done, and 
done over and over and over again, in terms of the condi- 
tions of concrete situations as they arise. In short, the 
need for reflection and insight is perpetually recurring. 
The need for constant revision and expansion of moral 
knowledge is one great reason why there is no gulf divid- 
ing non-moral knowledge from that which is truly moral. 
At any moment conceptions which once seemed to belong 
exclusively to the biological or physical realm may as- 
sume moral import. This will happen whenever they are 
discovered to have a bearing on the common good. When 
knowledge of bacteria and germs and their relation to the 
spread of disease was achieved, sanitation, public and pri- 
vate, took on a moral significance it did not have befqre. 
For they were seen to affect the health and well-being of 
the community. Psychiatrists and psychologists working 
within their own technical regions have brought to light 
facts and principles which profoundly affect old concep- 
tions of, say, punishment and responsibility, especially as 
to their place in the formation of disposition. It has been 
discovered, for example, that ‘‘problem children” are cre- 
ated by conditions which exist in families and in the reac- 
tion of parents to the young. In a rough way, it may be as- 
serted that most of the morbid conditions of mind and 
character which develop later have their origin in emo- 
tional arrests and maladjustments of early life. These 
facts have not as yet made their way very far into popular 
understanding and action, but their ultimate moral import 
is incalculable. Similarly, knowledge once technically con- 
fined to physics and chemistry is applied in industry and 
has an effect on the lives and happiness of individuals be- 
yond all estimate. The list of examples might be extended 
indefinitely. The important point is that any restriction of 



EXPEKIMENTALISM IN MOEAL THEORY 7fS 

moral knowledge and judgments to a definite realm neces* 
sarily limits our perception of moral significance. A large 
part of the difference between those who are stagnant and 
reactionary and those who are genuinely progressive in so- 
cial matters comes from the fact that the former think of 
morals as confined, boxed, within a round of duties and 
sphere of values which are fixed and final. Most of the 
serious moral problems of the present time are dependent 
for their solution upon a general realization that the con- 
trary is the case. Probably the great need of the present 
time is that the traditional barriers between scientific and 
moral knowledge be broken down, so that there will be 
organized and consecutive endeavor to use all available 
scientific knowledge for humane and social ends. 

Ill • Experimentalism in Moral Theory* 

To assume the existence of final and unquestionable 
knowledge upon which we can fall back in order to settle 
automatically every moral problem involves commitment 
to a dogmatic theory of morals. The alternative method 
may be called experimental. It implies that reflective mo- 
rality demands observation of particular situations, rather 
than fixed adherence to a priori principles; that free in- 
quiry and freedom of publication and discussion must be 
encouraged and not merely grudgingly tolerated; that op- 
portunity at different times and places must be given for 
trying different measures so that their effects may be ca- 
pable of observation and of comparison with one another. 
It is, in short, the method of democracy, of a positive tol- 
eration which amoimts to sympathetic regard for the intel- 
ligence and personality of others, even if they hold views 
oi^Msed to oui^, and of scientific inquiry into facts and 
toting of ideas. 

* From Mikks, pp. S64-367. 
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The opposed method, even when we free it from the ex- 
treme traits of forcible suppression, censorship, and in- 
tolerant persecution which have often historically accom- 
panied it, is the method of appeal to authority and to prec- 
edent. The will of divine beings, supernaturally revealed; 
of divinely ordained rulers; of so-called natural law, phil- 
osophically interpreted; of private conscience; of the com- 
mands of the state, or the constitution; of common con- 
sent; of a majority; of received conventions; of traditions 
coming from a hoary past; of the wisdom of ancestors; of 
precedents set up in the past, have at different times been 
the authority appealed to. The common feature of the ap- 
peal is that there is some voice so authoritative as to pre- 
clude the need of inquiry. The logic of the various posi- 
tions is that while an open mind may be desirable in re- 
spect to physical truths, a completely settled and closed 
mind is needed in moral matters. 

Adoption of the experimental method does not signify 
that there is no place for authority and precedent. On the' 
contrary, precedent is a valuable instrumentality. But 
precedents are to be used rather than to be implicitly fol- 
lowed; they are to be used as tools of analysis of present 
situations, suggesting points to be looked into and hypoth- 
eses to be tried. They are of much the same worth as are 
personal memories in individual crises; a storehouse to be 
drawn upon for suggestion. There is also a place for the 
use of authorities. Even in free scientific inquiry, present 
investigators rely upon the findings of investigators of the 
past. They employ theories and principles which are iden- 
tified with scientific inquirers of the past. They do so, 
however, only as long as no evidence is fresented calling 
fmr a reixamination of their findings and theories. They 
never assume that these findings are so final that under no 
circumstances can they be questioned and modified. Be- 
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cause of partisanship, love of certainty, and devotion to 
routine, accepted points of view gain a momenlum which 
for long periods even in science may restrict observation 
and reflection. But this limitation is recognized to be a 
weakness of human nature and not a desirable use of the 
principle of authority. 

In moral matters there is also a presumption in favor of 
principles that have had a long career in the past and that 
have been endorsed by men of insight; the presumption is 
especially strong when all that opposes them is the will of 
some individual seeking exemption because of an impulse 
or passion which is temporarily urgent. Such principles are 
no more to be lightly discarded than are scientific princi- 
ples worked out in the past. But in one as in the other, 
newly discovered facts or newly instituted conditions may 
give rise to doubts and indicate the inapplicability of ac- 
cepted doctrines. In questions of social morality, more fun- 
damental than any particular principle held or decision 
reached is the attitude of willingness to reexamine and ij 
necessary to revise current convictions, even if that course 
entails the effort to change by concerted effort existing in- 
stitutions, and to direct existing tendencies to new ends^ 

It is a caricature to suppose that emphasis upon the so- 
cial character of morality leads to glorification of contem- 
porary conditions just as they are. The position does in- 
sist that morals, to have vitality, must be related to these 
conditions or be up in the air. But there is nothing in the 
bfU’e position which indicates whether the relation is to be 
one of favor or of opposition. A man walking in a bog 
must pay even more heed to his surroundings than a man 
walking on smooth pavement, but this fact does not mean 
that he is to surrender to these surroundings. The alterna^ 
tive is not between abdication and acquiescence on one 
side, and neglect and ignoring on the other; it is between 
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a morals which is effective because related to what is, and 
a morality which is futile and empty because framed in 
disregard of actual conditions. Against the social conse- 
quences generated by existing conditions there always 
stands the idea of other and better social consequences 
which a change would bring into being. 

IV • Endings in Nature and Ends for Man* 

Empirically, the existence of objects of direct grasp, 
possession, use and enjoyment cannot be denied. Empiri- 
cally, things are poignant, tragic, beautiful, humorous, 
settled, disturbed, comfortable, annoying, barren, harsh, 
consoling, splendid, fearful; are such immediately and in 
their own right and behalf. If we take advantage of the 
word esthetic in a wider sense than that of application to 
the beautiful and ugly, esthetic quality, immediate, final 
or self-inclosed, indubitably characterizes natural situa- 
tions as they empirically occur. These traits stand in 
themselves on precisely the same level as colors, sounds, 
qualities of contact, taste and smell. Any criterion that 
finds the latter to be ultimate and “hard” data will, im- 
partially applied, come to the same conclusion about the 
former. Any quality as such is final; it is at once initial 
and terminal; just what it is as it exists. It may be re- 
ferred to other things, it may be treated as an effect or as 
a sign. But this involves an extraneous extension and use. 
It takes us beyond quality in its immediate qualitative- 
ness. If experienced things ar4 valid evidence, then nature 
in having qualities within itself has what in the literal 
sense must be called ends, terminals, arrests, enclosures. 

It is dangerous to venture at all upon the use of the 
word “ends” in connection with existential processes. 
Apologetic and theological controversies cluster about it 

♦ From Experience and Nature, pp. 96-112. 
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and affect its signification. Barring this connotation, the 
word has an alipost inexpugnable honorific flavor, so that 
to assert that nature is characterized by ends, the most 
conspicuous of which is the life of mind, seems like engag- 
ing in a eulogistic, rather than an empirical account of 
nature. Something much more neutral than any such im- 
plication is, however, meant. We constantly talk about 
things coming or drawing to a close; getting ended, fin- 
ished, done with, over with. It is a commonplace that no 
thing lasts forever. We may be glad or we may be sorry 
but that is wholly a matter of the kind of history which is 
being ended. We may conceive the end, the close, as due 
to fulfillment, perfect attainment, to satiety, or to exhaus- 
tion, to dissolution, to something having run down or given 
out. Being an end may be indifferently an ecstatic culmi- 
nation, a matter-of-fact consummation, or a deplorable 
tragedy. Which of these things a closing or terminal ob- 
ject is, has nothing to do with the property of being an 
end. 

The genuine implications of natural ends may be 
brought out by considering beginnings instead of endings. 
To insist that nature is an affair of beginnings is to assert 
that there is no one single and all-at-once beginning of 
everything. It is but another way of saying that nature is 
an affair of affairs, wherein each one, no matter how 
linked up it may be with others, has its own quality. It 
does not imply that every beginning marks an advance or 
improvement; as we sadly know, accidents, diseases, wars, 
lies and errors begin. Clearly the fact and idea of begin- 
ning is neutral, not eulogistic; temporal, not absolute. 
And since wherever one thing begins something else ends, 
what is true of beginnings is true of endings. Popular fic- 
tion and drama show the bias of human nature in favor 
of happy endings, but by being fiction and drama they 
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show with even greater assurance that unhappy endings 
are natural events. 

To minds inured to the eulogistic connotation of ends, 
such a neutral interpretation of the meaning of ends as 
has just been set forth may seem to make the doctrine of 
ends a matter of indifference. If ends are only endings or 
closings of temporal episodes, why bother to call attention 
to ends at all, to say nothing of framing a theory of ends 
and dignifying it with the name of natural teleology? In 
the degree, however, in which the mind is weaned from 
partisan and egocentric interest, acknowledgment of na- 
ture as a scene of incessant beginnings and endings, pre- 
sents itself as the source of philosophic enlightenment. It 
enables thought to apprehend causal mechanisms and tem- 
poral finalities as phases of the same natural processes, 
instead of as competitors where the gain of one is the loss 
of the other. Mechanism is the order involved in an his- 
toric occurrence, capable of definition in terms of the 
order which various histories sustain to each other. Thus 
it is the instrumentality of control of any particular ter- 
mination since a sequential order involves the last term. 

The tifaditional conception of natural ends was to the 
effect that nature does nothing in vain; the accepted 
meaning of this phrase was that every change is for the 
sake of something which does not change, occurring in its 
behalf. Thus the mind started with a ready-made list of 
good things or perfections which it was the business of 
nature to accomplish. Such a view may verbally distin- 
guish between something called efficient causation and 
something else called final causation. But in effect the 
distinction is only between the causality of the master 
who contents himself with uttering an order and the effi- 
cacy of the servant who actually engages in the physical 
work of execution. It is only a way of attributing ultimate 
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causality to what is ideal and mental — ^the directive order 
of the master — while emancipating it from the supposed 
degradation of physical labor in carrying it out, as well as 
avoiding the difficulties of inserting an immaterial cause 
within the material realm. But in a legitimate account of 
ends as endings, all directional order resides in the sequen- 
tial order. This no more occurs for the salce of the end 
than a mountain exists for the sake of the peak which is 
its end. A musical phrase has a certain close, but the ear- 
lier portion does not therefore exist for the sake of the 
close as if it were something which is done away with 
when the close is reached. And so a man is not an aduh 
until after he has been a boy, but childhood does not exist 
for the sake of maturity. 

Empirically, however, there is a history which is a suc- 
cession of histories, and in which any event is at once both 
beginning of one course and close of another; is both 
transitive and static. The phrase constantly in our mouths, 
‘‘state of affairs,” is accurately descriptive, although it 
makes sheer nonsense of both the traditional spiritual and 
mechanistic theories. 

There are no changes that do not enter into an affair, 
ReSf and there is no affair that is not bounded and there- 
by marked off as a state or condition. When a state of af- 
fairs is perceived, the perceiving-of-a-state-of-affairs is a 
further state of affairs. Its subject-matter is a thing in the 
idiomatic sense of thing, res, whether a solar-system, a 
stellar constellation, an atom, or a diversified and more or 
less loose interconnection of events, falling within boun- 
daries sufficiently definite to be capable of being approxi- 
mately traced. Such is the unbiased evidence of esqjeri- 
ence in gross, and such in effect is the conclusidn of recent 
physics as far as a layman can see. For this reason, and 
not .because of any unique properties of a separate kind of 
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existence, called psychic or mental, every situation or field 
of consciousness is marked by initiation, direction or in- 
tent, and consequence or import. 

What is unique is not these traits, but the property of 
awareness or perception. Because of this property, the in- 
itial stage is capable of being judged in the light of its 
probable course and consequence. There is anticipation. 
Each successive event being a stage in a serial process is 
both expectant and commemorative. What is more pre- 
cisely pertinent to our present theme, the terminal out- 
come when anticipated (as it is when a moving cause of 
affairs is perceived) becomes an end-in- view, an aim, pur- 
pose, a prediction usable as a plan in shaping the course 
of events. 

In empirical fact, perceptions of ends are projections of 
possible consequences; they are ends-in-view. The in- 
viewness of ends is as much conditioned by antecedent nat- 
ural conditions as is perception of contemporary objects 
external to the organism, trees and stones or whatever. 
That is, natural processes must have actually terminated 
in specifiable consequences, which give those processes 
definition and character, before ends can be mentally en- 
tertained and be the objects of striving desire. But em- 
pirically ends-in-view are not objects of contemplative 
possession and use: they are intellectual and regulative 
means, degenerating into reminiscences or dreams unless 
they are employed as plans within the state of affairs. 

It is not easy to distinguish between ends as de facto 
endings, and ends as fulfillments, and at the same time to 
bear in mind the connection of the latter with the former. 
We respond so directly to some objects in experience with 
intent to preserve and perpetuate them that it is difficult 
to keep the conception of a thing as terminus free from 
the element of deliberate choice and endeavor; when we 
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think of it or discourse about it, we introduce connection^ 
Since we turn away from trouble and suffering, since these 
things are not the objects of choice and effort save for 
avoidance, it seems forced to call them ends. To name 
them such appears an impropriety of language. I am quite 
willing to concede the linguistic point, provided its impli- 
cations are acknowledged and adhered to. For in this case 
we are left, apart from a deliberately directed course of 
events, only with objects immediately used, enjoyed and 
suffered but having in themselves no claim to the title of 
ends. Health in this case is not in itself an end of any nat- 
ural process; much less an end-in-itself. It is an enjoyed 
good when it happens, just as disease is a suffered ill. Sim- 
ilarly, truth of belief and statement is an affair that has 
the quality of good; but it is not an end just because it is 
good; it becomes an end only when, because of its good- 
ness, it is actively sought for and reached as a conclusion. 
On this basis, all ends are ends-in-view; they are no longer 
ideal as characters of Being, as they were in Greek theory, 
but are the objects of conscious intent. When achieved in 
existence they are ends because they are then conclusions 
attained through antecedent endeavor, just as a post is not 
a goal in itself, but becomes a goal in relation to a runner 
and his race. Either we must consistently stick to the 
equivalence of ends with objectives of conscious endeavor, 
or admit that all things directly possessed of irreducible 
and self-sufficing quality, red and blue, pain, solidity, 
toughness, smoothness and so on through the list, are nat- 
ural ends. 

V • The Satisfying and the Valuable'*' 

To say that something is enjoyed is to make a state- 
ment about a fact, something already in existence; it is 

♦ From The (^st for CertoieUy, pp. 260*281. 
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0Ot to judge the value of that fact. There id no difference 
between such a proposition and one which says that some- 
thing is sweet or sour, red or black. It is just correct or 
incorrect and that is the end of the matter. But to call 
an object a value is to assert that it satisfies or fulfills cer- 
tain conditions. Function and status in meeting conditions 
are a different matter from bare existence. The fact that 
something is desired only raises the question of its desir- 
ability; it does not settle it. Only a child in the degree of 
his immaturity thinks to settle the question of desirability 
by reiterated proclamation: ‘T want it, I want it, I want 
it.” What is objected to in the current empirical theory 
of values is not connection of them with desire and en- 
joyment but failure to distinguish between enjo3mients of 
radically different sorts. There are many common expres- 
sions in which the difference of the two kinds is clearly 
recognized. Take for example^ the difference between the 
ideas of “satisfying” and “satisfactory.” To say that some- 
thing satisfies is to report something as an isolated final- 
ity. To assert that it is satisfactory is to define it in its 
connections and interactions. The fact that it pleases or is 
immediately congenial poses a problem to judgment. How 
shall the satisfaction be rated? Is it a value or is it not? 
Is it something to be prized and cherished, to be enjoyed? 
Not stem moralists alone but everyday experience informs 
us that finding satisfaction in a thing may be a warning, 
a summons to be on the lookout for consequences. To de- 
clare something satis/oc/ory is to assert that it meets 
specifiable conditions. It is, in effect, a judgment that the 
thing “will do.” It involves a prediction; it contemplates 
a future in which the thing will continue to serve; it will 
do. It asserts a consequence the thing will actively insti- 
tute; it win do. That it is satisfying is the content of a 
proposition of fact; that it is satisfactory is a judgment. 
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an estimate, an appraisal. It denotes an attitude to be 
taken, that of striving to perpetuate and to make secure, 

It is worth notice that besides the instances given, 
there are many other recognitions in ordinary speech of 
the distinction. The endings ‘^able,’’ ^‘worthy^’ and “fuF’ 
are cases in point. Noted and notable, noteworthy; re- 
marked and remarkable; advised and advisable; wondered 
at and wonderful ; pleasing and beautiful ; loved and lov- 
able; blamed and blameable, blameworthy; objected to 
and objectionable; esteemed and estimable; admired and 
admirable; shamed and shameful; honored and honor- 
able; approved and approvable, worthy of approbation. 
The multiplication of words adds nothing to the force 
of the distinction. But it aids in conveying a sense of the 
fundamental character of the distinction; of the difference 
between mere report of an already existent fact and judg- 
ment as to the importance and need of bringing a fact in- 
to existence; or, if it is already there, of sustaining it in 
existence. The latter is a genuine practical judgment, and 
marks the only type of judgment that has to do with the 
direction of action. Whether or no we reserve the term 
^‘value” for the latter (as seems to me proper) is a minor 
matter; that the distinction be acknowledged as the key 
to understanding the relation of values to the direction of 
conduct is the important thing. 

Propositions about what is or has been liked are of in- 
strumental value in reaching judgments of value, in as 
far as the conditions and consequences of the thing liked 
are thought about. In themselves they make no claims; 
they put forth no demand upon subsequent attitudes and 
acts; they profess no authority to direct. If one likes a 
thing he likes it; that is a point about which there can be 
no dispute — although it is not so easy to state just what 
is liked as is frequently assumed. A judgment about what 



786 INTELLIGEKCE IN MORALS 

is to be desired and enjoyed is, on the other hand, a claim 
on future action; it possesses de jure and not merely de 
facto quality. It is a matter of frequent experience that 
likings and enjoyments are of all kinds, and that many are 
such as reflective judgments condemn. By way of self- 
justification and ‘^rationalization,’^ an enjo3mient creates a 
tendency to assert that the thing enjoyed is a value. This 
assertion of validity adds authority to the fact. It is a de- 
cision that the object has a right to exist and hence a 
claim upon action to further its existence. 

Not even the most devoted adherents of the notion that 
enjo3mient and value are equivalent facts would venture to 
assert that because we have once liked a thing we should 
go on liking it; they are compelled to introduce the idea 
that some tastes are to be cultivated. Logically, there is 
no ground for introducing the idea of cultivation ; liking is 
liking, and one is as good as another. If enjoyments are 
values, the judgment of value cannot regulate the form 
which liking takes; it cannot regulate its own conditions. 
Desire and purpose, and hence action, are left without 
guidance, although the question of regulation of their for- 
mation is the supreme problem of practical life. Values (to 
sum up) may be connected inherently with liking, and yet 
not with every liking but only with those that judgment 
has approved, after examination of the relation upon 
which the object liked depends. A casual liking is one 
that happens without knowledge of how it occurs nor to 
what effect. The difference between it and one which is 
sought because of a judgment that it is worth having and 
is to be striven for, makes just the difference between en- 
jo3nnents which are accidental and enjoyments that have 
value and hence a claim upon our attitude and conduct. 

When theories of values do not afford intellectual assist- 
ance in framing ideas and beliefs about values that are 
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adequate to direct action, the gap must be filled by other 
means. If intelligent method is lacking, prejudice, the pres- 
sure of immediate circumstance, self-interest and class- 
interest, traditional customs, institutions of accidental his- 
toric origin, are not lacking, and they tend to take the 
place of intelligence. Thus we are led to our main propo- 
sition: Judgments about values are judgments about the 
conditions and the results of experienced objects; judg- 
ments about that which should regulate the formation of 
our desires, affections and enjoyments. For whatever de- 
cides their formation will determine the main course of 
our conduct, personal and social. 

If it sounds strange to hear that we should frame our 
judgments as to what has value by considering the con- 
nections in existence of what we like and enjoy, the reply 
is not far to seek. As long as we do not engage in this in- 
quiry enjoyments (values if we choose to apply that term) 
are casual; they are given by “nature,” not constructed by 
art. Like natural objects in their qualitative existence, they 
at most only supply material for elaboration in rational 
discourse. A feeling of good or excellence is as far removed 
from goodness in fact as a feeling that objects are intellec- 
tually thus and so is removed from their being actually so. 
To recognize that the truth of natural objects can be 
reached only by the greatest care in selecting and arrange 
ing directed operations, and then to suppose that valuer 
can be truly determined by the mere fact of liking seems 
to leave us in an incredible position. All the serious per- 
plexities of life come back to the genuine difficulty of form^ 
ing a judgment as to the values of the situation; they coma 
back to a conflict of goods. Only dogmatism can suppose 
that serious mord conflict is between something clearly 
bad and something known to be good, and that uncer- 
tainty lies wholly in the will of the one choosing. Most 
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conflicts of importance are conflicts between things which 
are or have been satisfying, not between good and evil. 
And to suppose that we can make a hierarchical table of 
values at large once for all, a kind of catalogue in which 
they are arranged in an order of ascending or descending 
worth, is to indulge in a gloss on our inability to frame in- 
telligent judgments in the concrete. Or else it is to dignify 
customary choice and prejudice by a title of honor. 

The alternative to definition, classification and system- 
atization of satisfactions just as they happen to occur is 
judgment of them by means of the relations under which 
they occur. If we know the conditions under which the 
act of liking, of desire and enjoyment, takes place, we are 
in a position to know what are the consequences of that 
act. The difference between the desired and the desirable, 
admired and the admirable, becomes effective at just this 
point. Consider the difference between the proposition 
‘'That thing has been eaten,’’ and the judgment "That 
thing is edible.” The former statement involves no knowl- 
edge of any relation except the one stated; while we are 
able to judge of the edibility of anything only when we 
have a knowledge of its interactions with other things suf- 
ficient to enable us to foresee its probable effects when it 
is taken into the organism. 

To assume that anything can be known in isolation 
from its connections with other things is to identify know- 
ing with merely having some object before perception or 
in feeling, and is thus to lose the key to the traits that 
distinguish an object as known. It is futile, even silly, to 
suppose that some quality that is directly present consti- 
tutes the whole of the thing presenting the quality. It 
does not do so when the quality is that of being hot or 
fluid or heavy, and it does not when the quality is that 
of giving pleasure, or being enjoyed. Such qualities are, 
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once more, ejtfects, ends in the sense of closing termini of 
processes involving causal connections. They are some^ 
thing to be investigated^ challenges to inquiry and judg- 
ment. The more connections and interactions we ascertain, 
the more we know the object in question. Thinking is 
search for these connections. Heat experienced as a conse- 
quence of directed operations has a meaning quite differ- 
ent from the heat that is casually experienced without 
knowledge of how it came about. The same is true of en- 
joyments. Enjoyments that issue from conduct directed 
by insight into relations have a meaning and a validity 
due to the way in which they are experienced. Such en- 
joyments are not repented of; they generate no after-taste 
of bitterness. Even in the midst of direct enjoyment, 
there is a sense of validity, of authorization, which inten- 
sifies the enjoyment. There is solicitude for perpetuation 
of the object having value which is radically different 
from mere anxiety to perpetuate the jeeling of enjoyment. 

Such statements as we have been making are, therefore, 
far from implying that there are values apart from things 
actually enjoyed as good. To find a thing enjoya^/e is, so 
to say, a plus enjoyment. We saw that it was foolish to 
treat the scientific object as a rival of or substitute for the 
perceived object, since the former is intermediate between 
uncertain and settled situations and those experienced un- 
der conditions of greater control. In the same way, judg- 
ment of the value of an object to be experienced is instru- 
mental to appreciation of it when it is realized. But the 
notion that every object that happens to satisfy has an 
equal claim with every other to be a value is like suppos- 
ing that every object of perception has the same cognitive 
force as every other. There is no knowledge without per- 
ception; but objects perceived are known only when they 
are determined as consequences of connective oi>erations. 
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There is no value except where there is satisfaction, but 
there have to be certain conditions fulfilled to transform a 
satisfaction into a value. 

Change from forming ideas and judgments of value on 
the basis of conformity to antecedent objects, to construct- 
ing enjoyable objects directed by knowledge of conse- 
quences, is a change from looking to the past to looking to 
the future. I do not for a moment suppose that the experi- 
ences of the past, personal and social, are of no impor- 
tance. For without them we should not be able to frame 
any ideas whatever of the conditions under which objects 
are enjoyed nor any estimate of the consequences of es- 
teeming and liking them. But past experiences are signifi- 
cant in giving us intellectual instrumentalities of judging 
just these points. They are tools, not finalities. Reflection 
upon what we have liked and have enjoyed is a necessity. 
But it tells us nothing about the value of these things un- 
til enjoyments are themselves reflectively controlled, or, 
Jmtil, as they are recalled, we form the best judgment pos- 
sible about what led us to like this sort of thing and what 
has issued from the fact that we liked it. 

This is the significant meaning of transfer of experi- 
mental method from the technical field of physical experi- 
ence to the wider field of human life. We trust the method % 
in forming our beliefs about things not directly connected 
with human life. In effect, we distrust it in moral, political 
and economic affairs. In the fine arts, there are many signs 
of a change. In the past, such a change has often been an 
omen and precursor of changes in other human attitudes. 
But, generally speaking, the idea of actively adopting ex- 
perimental method in social affairs, in the matters deemed 
of most enduring and ultimate worth, strikes most persons 
as a surrender of all standards and regulative authority. 
But in principle, experimental method does not signify 
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random and aimless action; it implies direction by ideas 
and knowledge. The question at issue is a practical one. 
Are there in existence the ideas and the knowledge that 
permit experimental method to be effectively used in so- 
cial interests and affairs? 

Where will regulation come from if we surrender famil- 
iar and traditionally prized values as our directive stand- 
ards? Very largely from the findings of the natural sci- 
ences. For one of the effects of the separation drawn be- 
tween knowledge and action is to deprive scientific knowl- 
edge of its proper service as a guide of conduct — except 
once more in those technological fields which have been 
degraded to an inferior rank. Of course, the complexity of 
the conditions upon which objects of human and liberal 
value depend is a great obstacle, and it would be too op- 
timistic to say that we have as yet enough knowledge of 
the scientific type to enable us to regulate our judgments 
of value very extensively. But we have more knowledge 
than we try to put to use, and until we try more system- 
atically we shall not know what are the important gaps in 
our sciences judged from the point of view of their moral 
and humane use. 

In fact, the most significant change that would issue 
from carrying over experimental method from physics to 
man concerns the status and import of standards, prin- 
ciples, rules. With the transfer, these, and all tenets and 
creeds about good and goods, would be recognized to be 
hypotheses. Instead of being rigidly fixed, they would be 
treated as intellectual instruments to be tested and con- 
firmed — and altered — ^through consequences effected by 
acting upon them. They would lose all pretense of finality 
— the ulterior source of dogmatism. It is both astonishing 
and depressing that so much of the energy of mankind has 
gone into fighting for (with weapons of the flesh as well as 
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of the spirit) the truth of creeds, religious, moral and po- 
litical, as distinct from what has gone into effort to try 
creeds by putting them to the test of acting upon them. 
The change would do away with the intolerance and fana- 
ticism that attend the notion that beliefs and judgments 
are capable of inherent truth and authority; inherent in 
the sense of being independent of what they lead to when 
used as directive principles. The transformation does not 
imply merely that men are responsible for acting upon 
what they profess to believe; that is an old doctrine. It 
goes much further. Any belief as such is tentative, hypo- 
thetical; it is not just to be acted upon, but is to be framed 
with reference to its office as a guide to action. Conse- 
quently, it should be the last thing in the world to be 
picked up casually and then clung to rigidly. When it is ap- 
prehended as a tool and only a tool, as an instrumentality 
of direction, then only will the same scrupulous care go to 
its formation as now goes into the making of instruments 
of precision in technical fields. Men, instead of being 
proud of accepting and asserting beliefs and “principles*' 
on the ground of loyalty, will be as ashamed of that pro- 
cedure as they would be to confess their assent to a sci- 
entific theory out of reverence for Newton or Helmholtz or 
whomever, without regard to evidence. 

The various modifications that would result from adop- 
tion in social and humane subjects of the experimental 
way of thinking are perhaps summed up in saying that it 
would place method and means upon the level of impor- 
tance that has, in the past, been imputed exclusively to 
ends. Means have been regarded as menial, and the useful 
as the servile. Means have been treated as poor relations 
to be endured, but not inherently welcome. The very 
meaning of the word “ideals’* is significant of the divorce 
which has obtained between means and ends. “Ideals** are 
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thought to be remote and inaccessible of attainment; they 
are too high and fine to be sullied by realization. They 
serve vaguely to arouse “aspiration,” but they do not 
evoke and direct strivings for embodiment in actual exist-, 
ence. They hover in an indefinite way over the actual 
scene ; they are expiring ghosts of a once significant king- 
dom of divine reality whose rule oenetrated to every detail 
of life. 

It is usual to condemn the amount of attention paid by 
people in general to material ease, comfort, wealth, and 
success gained by competition, on the ground that they 
give to mere means the attention that ought to be given 
to ends, or that they have taken for ends things which in 
reality are only means. Criticisms of the place which eco- 
nomic interest and action occupy in present life are full of 
complaints that men allow lower aims to usurp the place 
that belongs to higher and ideal values. The final source 
of the trouble is, however, that moral and spiritual “lead' 
ers’’ have propagated the notion that ideal ends may be 
cultivated in isolation from “material” means, as if means 
and material were not synonymous. While they condemn 
men for giving to means the thought and energy that 
ought to go to ends, the condemnation should go to them. 
For they have not taught their followers to think of mate- 
rial and economic activities as really means. They have 
been unwilling to frame their conception of the values that 
should be regulative of human conduct on the basis of the 
actual conditions and operations by which alone values 
can be actualized. 




CHAPTER FIFTEEN 


PERCEPTION, LANGUAGE AND MIND 

I • Theory of Perception’*' 

RECENT theories have limited the signification of per- 
ception. In its older usage, it designated any awareness, 
any “seeing” whether of objects, ideas, principles, conclu- 
sions or whatever. In recent literature it is usually re- 
stricted to “sense-perception.” There can be no quarrel 
about the meaning of words except a lexicographical quar- 
rel. The issue at stake concerns then not the appropriate 
use of a word; it concerns certain matters of fact which 
are implied or usually associated with the present re- 
stricted usage. These implications are two: First, there ex- 
ists a mode of consciousness or awareness which is original, 
primitive, simple, and which refers immediately and in- 
trinsically to things in space external to the organism at 
the time of perception. Secondly, this reference is origi- 
nally, and ex propria mtu, cognitive. Now as against 
these implications, the theory advanced asserts that aware- 
ness in the form of auditory and visual perception is, 
whenever it is cognitive, just as much a matter of inferen- 
tial judgment, an instance of a way of taking and using 
meanings, as is any proposition found in the science of 
physics. 

The current theory begins with a distinction between 
peripherally initiated and centrally initiated awareness. 

* From Experiena and Nalnri, pp. 332-339. 
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Peripheral initiation is the defining mark of such opera- 
tions as are designated ^‘perceptions/^ But awarenesses do 
not come to us labelled “I am caused by an event initi- 
ated on the surface of the body by other bodies”; and “I 
on the contrary originate in an intra-organic event only 
indirectly connected with surface-changes.” The distinc- 
tion is one made by analytic and classifying thought. This 
fact is enough to place in doubt the notion that some 
modes of consciousness are originally and intrinsically 
“sense-perception.” 

Moreover, there is no absolute separation between the 
skin and the interior of the body. No sooner is the distinc- 
tion drawn than it has to be qualified. As a matter of fact 
there is no such thing as an exclusively peripherally initi- 
ated nervous event. Internal conditions, those of hunger, 
blood-circulation, endocrine functions, persistences of prior 
activities, pre-existent opened and blocked neuronic con- 
nections, together with a multitude of other intra-organic 
factors enter into the determination of a peripheral occur- 
rence. And after the peripheral excitation has taken place, 
its subsequent career is not self-determined, but is af- 
fected by literally everything going on within the organ- 
ism. It is pure fiction that a “sensation,” or peripheral ex- 
citation, or stimulus, travels undisturbed in solitary state 
in its own coach-and-four to enter the brain or conscious- 
ness in its purity. A particular excitation is but one of an 
avalanche of contemporaneously occurring excitations, 
peripheral and from proprio-ceptors; each has to compete 
with others, to make terms with them; what happens is 
an integration of complex forces. 

It requires therefore a highly technical apparatus of sci- 
ence to discriminate the exact place and nature of a per- 
ipheral stimulation, and to trace its normal course to just 
the junction point where it becomes effective for redirec- 
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tion of activity and thus capable of perception. ‘Teriph- 
eral origin” marks an interpretation of events, a discrimi- 
nation scientifically valid and important, but no more an 
original datum than is the spectrum of Betelgeuse. The 
same thesis holds good, of course, of the “consciousness” 
corresponding to the centrally initiated processes. To sup- 
pose that there are inherently marked off different forms 
of awareness corresponding to the distinction arrived at by 
technical analysis is as flagrant a case of h3T50statizing as 
can be found. The theory that certain kinds or forms of 
consciousness intrinsically have an intellectual or cogni- 
tive reference to things present in space is merely the tra- 
ditional theory that knowledge is an immediate grasp of 
Being, clothed in the terminology of recent physiology. 
While it is offered as if it were established by physiolog- 
ical and psychological research, in reality it presents an 
intellectual hold-over, a notion picked up from early 
teachings which have not been subjected to any critical 
examination; physiology and psychology merely afford a 
vocabulary with which to deck out an unconscionable sur- 
vival. 

Reference to peripheral stimulation of eye or ear or skin 
or nose is, whether of the simpler and popular kind or of 
the more complex neurological kind, part of the technique 
of checking up the particular sort of extrinsic reference 
which should be given to an idea; discovery whether it is 
to be referred to a past, contemporary or future thing, or 
treated as due to wish and emotion. Even so, ascertain- 
ment of mode of stimulation and origin is alwa 3 rs second- 
ary and derived. We do not believe a thing to be “there” 
because we are directly cognizant of an external origin for 
our perception ; we infer some e3iternal stimulation of our 
sensory apparatus because we are successfully engaged in 
motor response. Only when the latter fails, do we turn 
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back and examine the matter of sensory stimulation. To 
say that I am now conscious of a t3;pewriter as the source 
of sensory stimuli is to make a back-handed and sophisti- 
cated statement of the fact that I am engaged in active 
employment of the typewriter to produce certain conse- 
quences, so that what I am aware of is these consequences 
and the relation to them of parts of the typewriter as 
means of producing them. As a matter of fact, we never 
perceive the peripheral stimuli to which we are at that 
given time responding. 

The notion that these stimuli are the appropriate and 
normal objects of simple original perceptions represents, 
as we have just said, an uncritical acceptance by psychol- 
ogists of an old logical and metaphysical dogma, one hav- 
ing neither origin nor justification within scientific psy- 
chology. We are aware only of stimuli to other responses 
than those which we are now making; we become aware 
of them when we analyze some performed total act to dis- 
cover the mechanism of its occurrence. To become aware 
of an optical or auditory stimulation involved in an act 
signifies that we now apprehend that an organic change is 
part of the means used in the act, so that soundness of its 
structure and working is requisite to efficient performance 
of the act. I do not usually, for example, hear the sounds 
made by the striking of the keys; hence I therefore bang 
at them or strike them unevenly. If I were better trained 
or more intelligent in the performance of this action, I 
should hear the sounds, for they would have ceased to be 
just stimuli and become means of direction of my behav- 
ior in securing consequences. Not having learned by the 
*‘toucb-method,” my awareness of contact-qualities as I 
hit the keys is intermitlent and defective. Physiological 
stimulation of fingers is involved as a condition of my 
motor response; yet there is no consciousness of contact 
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“sensations’^ or sensa. But if I used my sensory touch ap- 
preciation as means to the proper execution of the act of 
writing, I should be aware of these qualities. The wider 
and freer the employment of means, the larger the field of 
sensory perceptions. 

It is usual in current psychology to assert or assume 
that qualities observed are those of the stimulus. This as- 
sumption puts the cart before the horse; qualities which 
are observed are those attendant upon response to stim- 
uli. We are observantly aware (in distinction from infer- 
entially aware) only of what has been done; we can per- 
ceive what is already there, what has happened. By de- 
scription, a stimulus is not an object of perception, for 
stimulus is correlative to response, and is undetermined 
except as response occurs. I am not questioning as a fact 
of knowledge that certain things are the stimuli of visual 
arid auditory perception. I am pointing out that we are 
aware of the stimuli only in terms of our response to 
them and of the consequences of this response. 

Argument as to the impossibility of stimuli being the 
object of perception is of course dialectical; like all dia- 
lectic arguments it is not convincing if confronted with 
facts to the contrary. But facts agree. The whiteness of 
the paper upon which words are being written and the 
blackness of the letters have been constantly operative 
stimuli in what I have been doing. It is equally certain 
that they have not been constantly perceived objects. If 
I have perceived them from time to time, it is in virtue of 
prior responses of which they were consequences, and be- 
cause of the need of employing these attained conse- 
quences as means in further action. In the laboratory, as 
in the painter’s studio, colors are specific objects of per- 
ception. But as perceived, they are “stimuli” only prolep- 
tically and by a shift in the universe of discourse. The 
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shift is evident in the fact that stimuli are stated as vibra- 
tions or electro-magnetic disturbance or in similar fashion; 
now vibrations are not observed while color, the conse- 
quence, the effected coordination, is in direct conscious- 
ness. The color now and here perceived, in consequence 
of an organic adjustment to other stimuli than color, is in 
subsequent situations a stimulus to other modes of behav- 
ior, unconscious in so far as just a stimulus; conscious as 
far as a deliberately utilized means. 

While the word “perception’^ may be limited to desig- 
nate awareness of objects contemporaneously affecting the 
bodily organs, there is no ground whatever for the assump- 
tion which has usually attended this narrowing of the 
older meaning of the word: namely, that sense-perception 
has intrinsic properties or qualities marking it off from 
other forms of consciousness. Much less is there justifica- 
tion for the assumption that such perceptions are the orig- 
inal form of elementary awareness from which other forms 
of cognitive consciousness develop. On the contrary, sen- 
sory-perceptual meanings are specifically discriminated ob- 
jects of awareness; the discrimination takes place in the 
course of inquiry into causative conditions and conse- 
quences; the ultimate need for the inquiry is found in the 
necessity of discovering what is to be done, or of develop- 
ing a response suitably adapted to the requirements of a 
situation. 

When inquiry reveals that an object external to the or- 
ganism is now operative and affecting the organism, the 
pertinency of overt action is established and the kind of 
overt adjustment that should be made is in evidence. Per- 
ceptual meanings (sensory-perceptual) Contrast with 
other meanings in that either (a) the latter cannot be 
overtly acted upon now or immediately, but only at a de- 
ferred time, when specified conditions now absent have 
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been brought into being — conceptual meanings; or (b) 
that the latter are such that action upon them at any 
time must be of a dramatic or literary or playful sort — 
non-cognitive meanings. The necessities of behavior en- 
force very early in life the difference between acts de- 
manded at once, and those pertinent only at a later time; 
yet making and refining the distinction are matters of con- 
stant search and discovery, not, as the traditional theory 
presumes, an original and ready-made affair. 

II ■ Physical, Psychophysical and Mental* 

Empirically speaking, the most obvious difference be- 
tween living and non-living things is that the activities of 
the former are characterized by needs, by efforts whicl 
are active demands to satisfy needs, and by satisfactions. 
In making this statement, the terms need, effort and sat- 
isfaction are primarily employed in a biological sense. By 
need is meant a condition of tensional distribution of 
energies such that the body is in a condition of uneasy or 
unstable equilibrium. By demand or effort is meant the 
fact that this state is manifested in movements which 
modify environing bodies in ways which react upon the 
body, so that its characteristic pattern of active equilib- 
rium is restored. By satisfaction is meant this recovery of 
equilibrium pattern, consequent upon the changes of en- 
vironment due to interactions with the active demands of 
the organism. 

A plant needs water, carbon dioxide; upon occasion it 
needs to bear seeds. The need is neither an immaterial 
psychic force superimposed upon matter, nor is it merely 
a notional or conceptual distinction, introduced by thought 
after comparison of two different states of the organism, 
one of emptiness and one of repletion. It denotes a con- 

♦From Experience and Nature, pp. 252-261. 
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Crete state of events: a condition of tension in the distribu- 
tion of energies such as involves pressures from points of 
high potential to those of low potential which in turn ef- 
fect distinctive changes such that the connection with the 
environment is altered, so that the organism acts differ- 
ently upon the environment and is exposed to different in- 
fluences from it. In this fact, taken by itself, there is noth- 
ing which marks off the plant from the physico-chemical 
activity of inanimate bodies. The latter also are subject to 
conditions of disturbed inner equilibrium, which lead to 
activity in relation to surrounding things, and which ter- 
minate after a cycle of changes — a terminus termed satura- 
tion, corresponding to satisfaction in organic bodies. 

The difference between the animate plant and the inani- 
mate iron molecule is not that the former has something in 
addition to physico-chemical energy; it lies in the way in 
which physico-chemical energies are interconnected and 
operate, whence different consequences mark inanimate 
and animate activity respectively. For with animate bod- 
ies, recovery or restoration of the equilibrium pattern ap- 
plies to the complex integrated course or history. In inani- 
mate bodies as such, “saturation” occurs indifferently, not 
in such a way as to tend to maintain a temporal pattern of 
activity. The interactions of the various constituent parts 
of a plant take place in such ways as to tend to continue 
a characteristically organized activity; they tend to utilize 
conserved consequences of past activities so as to adapt 
subsequent changes to the needs of the integral system to 
which they belong. Organization is a fact, though it is not 
an original organizing force. Iron as such exhibits charac- 
teristics of bias or selective reactions, but it shows no bias 
in favor of remaming simple iron; it had just as soon, so 
to speak, become iron-oxide. It shows no tendency in its 
interaction with water to modify the interaction so that 
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consequences will perpetuate the characteristics of pure 
iron. If it did, it would have the marks of a living body, 
and would be called an organism. Iron as a genuine con- 
stituent of an organized body acts so as to tend to main- 
tain the t3^ of activity of the organism to which it be- 
longs. 

If we identify, as common speech does, the physical as 
such with the inanimate we need another word to denote 
the activity of organisms as such. Psycho-physical is an 
appropriate term. Thus employed, “psycho-physical” de- 
notes the conjunctive presence in activity of need-demand- 
satisfaction, in the sense in which these terms have been 
defined. In the compound word, the prefix “psycho” de- 
notes that physical activity has acquired additional prop- 
erties, those of ability to procure a peculiar kind of in- 
teractive support of needs from surrounding media. 
Psycho-physical does not denote an abrogation of the 
physico-chemical; nor a peculiar mixture of something 
physical and something psychical (as a centaur is half 
man and half horse) ; it denotes the possession of certain 
qualities and efficacies not displayed by the inanimate. 

Thus conceived there is no problem of the relation of 
physical and psychic. There are specifiable empirical 
events marked by distinctive qualities and efiicacies. 
There is first of all, organization with all that is implied 
thereby. The problem involved is one of definite factual 
inquiry. Under exactly what conditions does organization 
occur, and just what are its various modes and their con- 
sequences? We may not be able to answer these questions 
satisfactorily; but the difficulties are not those of a phil- 
osophical mystery, but such as attend any inquiry into 
highly complex affairs. Organization is an empirical trait 
of some events, no matter how speculative and dubious 
theories about it may be; especially no matter how false 
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are certain doctrines about it which have had great vogue 
— ^namely, those doctrines which have construed it as evi- 
dence of a special force or entity called life or soul. Or- 
ganization is so characteristic of the nature of some events 
in their sequential linkages that no theory about it can be 
as speculative or absurd as those which ignore or deny its 
genuine existence. Denial is never based on empirical evi- 
dence, but is a dialectical conclusion from a preconception 
that whatever appears later in time must be metaphysi- 
cally unreal as compared with what is found earlier, or 
from a preconception that since the complex is controlled 
by means of the simpler, the latter is more ‘'real.*’ 
Differences in qualities (feelings) of acts when em> 
ployed as indications of acts performed and to be pen 
formed, and as signs of their consequences, mean some- 
thing. And they mean it directly; the meaning is had as 
their own character. Feelings make sense; as immediate 
meanings of events and objects, they are sensations, or, 
more properly, sensa. Without language, the qualities of 
organic action that are feelings are pains, pleasures, odors, 
colors, noises, tones, only potentially and proleptically. 
With language they are discriminated and identified. They 
are then “objectified**; they are immediate traits of things. 
This “objectification** is not a miraculous ejection from 
the organism or soul into external things, nor an illusory 
attribution of psychical entities to physical things. The 
qualities never were “in** the organism ; they always were 
qualities of interactions in which both extra-organic things 
and organisms partake. When named, they enable identifi- 
cation and discrimination of things to take place as means 
in a further course of inclusive interaction. Hence they 
are as much qualities of the things engaged as of the or- 
ganism. For purposes of control they may be referred spe- 
cifically to either the thing or to the organism or to a spec- 
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ified structure of the organism. Thus color which turns out 
not to be a reliable sign of external events becomes a sign 
of, say, a defect in visual apparatus. The notion that sen- 
sory affections discriminate and identify themselves, apart 
from discourse, as being colors and sounds, etc., and thus 
ipso facto constitute certain elementary modes of knowl- 
edge, even though it be only knowledge of their own exist- 
ence, is inherently so absurd that it would never have oc- 
curred to any one to entertain it, were it not for certain 
preconceptions about mind and knowledge. Sentiency in it* 
self is anoetic; it exists as any immediate quality exists, 
but nevertheless it is an indispensable means of any 
noetic function. 

For when, through language, sentience is taken up into 
a system of signs, when for example a certain quality of 
the active relationship of organism and environment is 
named hunger, it is seen as an organic demand for an ex- 
tra-organic object. To term a quality “hunger,” to name it, 
is to refer to an object, to food, to that which will satisfy 
it, toward which the active situation moves. Similarly, to 
name another quality “red,” is to direct an interaction be- 
tween an organism and a thing to some object which ful- 
fills the demand or need of the situation. It requires but 
slight observation of mental growth of a child to note that 
organically conditioned qualities, including those of special 
sense-organs, are discriminated only as they are employed 
to designate objects; red, for instance, as the property of 
a dress or toy. 

The difficulty in the way of identifying the qualities of 
acts conditioned by proprio-ceptor organs is notoriously 
enormous. They just merge in the general situation. If 
they entered into communication as shared means to so- 
cial consequences they would acquire the same objective 
distinctiveness as do qualities conditioned by the extero- 
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ceptor organs. On the other hand, the* qualities of the lat- 
ter are just shades of the general tone of situations until 
they are used, in language, as common or shared means to 
:ommon ends. Then they are identified as traits of ob- 
jects. The child has to learn through social intercourse 
that certain qualities of action mean greediness or anger 
or fear or rudeness; the case is not otherwise with those 
qualities which are identified as red, musical tone, a foul 
odor. The latter may have instigated nausea, and ‘^red^* 
may have excited uneasiness (as blood makes some per- 
sons faint) ; but discrimination of the nauseating object as. 
foul odor, and of the excitation as red occurs only when 
they are designated as signs. 

The qualities of situations in which organisms and sur- 
rounding conditions interact, when discriminated, make 
sense. Sense is distinct from feeling, for it has a recog- 
nized reference; it is the qualitative characteristic of 
something, not just a submerged unidentified quality or 
tone. Sense is also different from signification. The latter 
involves use of a quality as a sign or index of something 
else, as when the red of a light signifies danger, and the 
need of bringing a moving locomotive to a stop. The sense 
of a thing, on the other hand, is an immediate and imma- 
nent meaning; it is meaning which is itself felt or directly 
had. When we are baffled by perplexing conditions, and 
finally hit upon a clew, and everything falls into place, 
the whole thing suddenly, as we say, “makes sense.” In 
such a situation, the clew has signification in virtue of be- 
ing an indication, a guide to interpretation. But the mean- 
ing of the situation as apprehended is sense. This 
idiomatic usage of the word sense is much nearer the em- 
pirical facts than is the ordinary restriction of the word in 
psychological literature to a single simple recognized qual- 
ity, like sweet or red: the latter simply designates a case 
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of minimum sense, deliberately limited for purposes of in- 
tellectual safety-first. Whenever a situation has this double 
function of meaning, namely signification and sense, mind, 
intellect is definitely present. 

The distinction between physical, psycho-physical, and 
mental is one of levels of increasing complexity and in- 
timacy of interaction among natural events. Each one of 
these levels having its own characteristic empirical traits 
has its own categories. They are however categories of 
description, conceptions required to state the fact in ques- 
tion. They are not “explanatory’’ categories, as explana- 
tion is sometimes understood; they do not designate, that 
is, the operation of forces as “causes.” They stick to em- 
pirical facts noting and denoting characteristic qualities 
and consequences peculiar to various levels of interaction. 
Viewed from this standpoint, the traditional “mechan- 
ical” and “teleological” theories both suffer from a com- 
mon fallacy, which may be suggested by saying that they 
both purport to be explanatory in the old, non-historical 
sense of causality. One theory makes matter account for 
the existence of mind ; the other regards happenings that 
precede the appearance of mind as preparations made for 
the sake of mind in a sense of preparation that is alleged 
to explain the occurrence of these antecedents. 

Ill Language and Mind* 

Language is a natural function of human association; 
and its consequences react upon other events, physical 
and human, giving them meaning significance. Events 
that are 'objects or significant exist in a context where 
they acquire new ways of operation and new properties. 
Words are spoken of as coins and money. Now gold, sil- 
ver, and instrumentalities of credit are first of all, prior 

* From Experience and Naiure, pp. 173- ISO. 
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to being money, physical things with their own immediate 
and final qualities. But as money they are substitutes, 
representations, and surrogates, which embody relation- 
ships. As a substitute, money not merely facilitates ex- 
change of such commodities as existed prior to its use, but 
it revolutionizes as well production and consumption of all 
commodities, because it brings into being new transactions, 
forming new histories and affairs. Exchange is not an 
event that can be isolated. It marks the emergence of 
production and consumption into a new medium and con- 
text wherein they acquire new properties. 

Language is similarly not a mere agency for economiz- 
ing energy in the interaction of human beings. It is a re- 
lease and amplification of energies that enter into it, con- 
ferring upon them the added quality of meaning. The 
quality of meaning thus introduced is extended and trans- 
ferred, actually and potentially, from sounds, gestures 
and marks, to all other things in nature. Natural events 
become messages to be enjoyed and administered, pre- 
cisely as are song, fiction, oratory, the giving of advice and 
instruction. Thus events come to possess characters; they 
are demarcated, and noted. For character is general and 
distinguished. 

When events have communicable meaning, they have 
marks, notations, and are capable of con-notation and de- 
notation. They are more than mere occurrences; they 
have implications. Hence inference and reasoning are pos- 
sible; these operations read the messages of things, which 
things utter because they are involved in human associa- 
tions. WTien Aristotle drew a distinction between sensible 
things that are more noted — ^known — to us and rational 
things that are more noted — ^known — in themselves, he was 
actually drawing a distinction between things that operate 
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in a local, restricted universe of discourse, and things 
whose marks are such that they readily enter into indefi 
nitely extensive and varied discourse. 

Gestures and cries are not primarily expressive and com- 
municative. They are modes of organic behavior as much 
as are locomotion, seizing and crunching. Language, signs 
and significance, come into existence not by intent and 
mind but by over-flow, as by-products, in gestures and 
sound. The story of language is the story of the use made 
of these occurrences; a use that is eventual, as well as 
eventful. Those rival accounts of the origin of languages 
that go by the nicknames of bow-wow, pooh-pooh, and 
ding-dong theories are not in fact theories of the origin of 
language. They are accounts, of some plausibility, of how 
and why certain sounds rather than others were selected to 
signify objects, acts and situations. If the mere existence of 
sounds of these kinds constituted language, lower animals 
might well converse more subtly and fluently than man. 
But they became language only when used within a con- 
text of mutual assistance and direction. The latter are 
alone of prime importance in considering the transforma- 
tion of organic gestures and cries into names, things with 
significance — the origin of language. 

While signaling acts are a material condition of lan- 
guage they are not language nor yet are they its sufficient 
condition. Only from an external standpoint is the original 
action even a signal; the response of other animals to it 
is not to a sign, but, by some preformed mechanism, to a 
direct stimulus. By habit, by conditioned reflex, hens run 
to the farmer when he makes a clucking noise, or when 
they hear the rattle of grain in a pan. When the farmer 
raises his arms to throw the grain they scatter and fly, to 
return only when the movement ceases. They act as if 
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alarmed; his movement is thus not a sign of food; it is a 
stimulus that evokes flight. But a human infant learns to 
discount such movements; to become interested in them 
as events preparatory to a desired consummation; he 
learns to treat them as signs of an ulterior event so that 
his response is to their meaning. He treats them as means 
to consequences. The hen’s activity is egocentric; that of 
the human being is participative. The latter puts himself 
at the standpoint of a situation in which two parties share. 
This is the essential peculiarity of language, or signs. 

The heart of language is not “expression” of something 
antecedent, much less expression of antecedent thought. 
It is communication; the establishment of cooperation in 
an activity in which there are partners, and in which the 
activity of each is modified and regulated by partnership. 
To fail to understand is to fail to come into agreement in 
action; to misunderstand is to set up action at cross pur- 
poses. Take speech as behavioristically as you will, includ- 
ing the elimination of all private mental states, and it re- 
mains true that it is markedly distinguished from the 
signaling acts of animals. Meaning is not indeed a psychic 
existence; it is primarily a property of behavior, and sec- 
ondarily a property of objects. But the behavior of which 
it is a quality is a distinctive behavior; cooperative, in 
that response to another’s act involves contemporaneous 
response to a thing as entering into the other’s behavior, 
and this upon both sides. It is difficult to state the exact 
physiological mechanism which is involved. But about the 
fact there is no doubt. It constitutes the intelligibility of 
acts and things. Possession of the capacity to engage in 
such activity is intelligence. Intelligence and meaning are 
natural consequences of the peculiar form which interac- 
tion sometimes assumes in the case of human beings. 
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IV • Mind and Consciousness* 

Popular psychology and much so-called scientific psy- 
chology have been pretty thoroughly infected by the idea 
of the separateness of mind and body. This notion of their 
separation inevitably results in creating a dualism between 
“mind*^ and “practice/’ since the latter must operate 
through the body. The idea of the separation perhaps 
arose, in part at least, from the fact that so much of mind 
at a given time is aloof from action. The separation, when 
it is once made, certainly confirms the theory that mind, 
soul, and spirit can exist and go through their operations 
without any interaction of the organism with its environ-^ 
ment. The traditional notion of leisure is thoroughly in- 
fected by contrast with the character of onerous labor. 

It seems to me, accordingly, that the idiomatic use of 
the word “mind” gives a much more truly scientific, and 
philosophic, approach to the actual facts of the case than 
does the technical one. For in its non-technical use, 
“mind” denotes every mode and variety of interest in, and 
concern for, things: practical, intellectual, and emotional. 
It never denotes anything self-contained, isolated from the 
world of persons and things, but is always used with re- 
spect to situations, events, objects, persons and groups. 
Consider its inclusiveness. It signifies memory. We are re- 
minded of this and that. Mind also signifies attention. We 
not only keep things in mind, but we bring mind to bear 
on our problems and perplexities. Mind also signifies pur- 
pose; we have a mind to do this and that. Nor is mind in 
these operations something purely intellectual. The mother 
minds her baby ; she cares for it with affection. Mind is 
care in the sense of solicitude, anxiety, as well as of active 
looking after things that need to be tended; we mind our 

♦From An as Experience, pp. 262-266; Experience and Nature, 
pp, 30S-08. 
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step, our course of action, emotionally as well as thought- 
fully. From giving heed to acts and objects, mind comes 
also to signify, to obey — ^as children are told to mind their 
parents. In short ^‘to mind” denotes an activity that is in- 
tellectual, to note something; affectional, as caring and 
liking, and volitional, practical, acting in a purposive way. 

Mind is primarily a verb. It denotes all the ways in 
which we deal consciously and expressly with the situa- 
tions in which we find ourselves. Unfortunately, an influ- 
ential manner of thinking has changed modes of action 
into an underlying substance that performs the activities 
in question. It has treated mind as an independent entity 
which attends, purposes, cares, notices, and remembers. 
This change of ways of responding to the environment in- 
to an entity from which actions proceed is unfortunate, 
because it removes mind from necessary connection with 
the objects and events, past, present and future, of the en- 
vironment with which responsive activities are inherently 
connected. Mind that bears only an accidental relation to 
the environment occupies a similar relation to the body. 
In making mind purely immaterial (isolated from the or- 
gan of doing and undergoing), the body ceases to be liv- 
ing and becomes a dead lump. This conception of mind as 
an isolated being underlies, for example, the conception 
that esthetic experience is merely something “in mind,” 
and strengthen:; the conception which isolates the esthetic 
from those modes of experience in which the body is ac- 
tively engaged with the things of nature and life. It takes 
art out of the province of the live creature. 

In the idiomatic sense of the word “substantial, as dis- 
tinct from the metaphysical sense of a substance, there is 
something substantial about mind. Whenever ansrthing is 
undergone in com^quence of a doing, the self is modified. 
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The modification extends beyond acquisition of greater 
facility and skill. Attitudes and interests are built up 
which embody in themselves some deposit of the meaning 
of things done and undergone. These funded and retained 
meanings become a part of the self. They constitute the 
capital with which the self notes, cares for, attends, and 
purposes. In this substantial sense, mind forms the back- 
ground upon which every new contact with surroundings 
is projected; yet “background” is too passive a word, 
unless we remember that it is active and that, in the pro- 
jection of the new upon it, there is assimilation and re- 
construction both of background and of what is taken in 
and digested. 

This active and eager background lies in wait and en- 
gages whatever comes its way so as to absorb it into its 
own being. Mind as background is formed out of modifica- 
tions of the self that have occurred in the process of prior 
interactions with environment. Its animus is toward fur- 
ther interactions. Since it is formed out of commerce with 
the world and is set toward that world nothing can be 
further from the truth than the idea which treats it as 
something self-contained and self-enclosed. When its ac- 
tivity is turned upon itself, as in meditation and reflective 
speculation, its withdrawal is only from the immediate 
scene of the world during the time in which it turns over 
and reviews material gathered from that world. 

, Different kinds of minds are named from the different 
interests that actuate tfie gathering and assemblage of ma- 
terial from the encompassing world; the scientific, the 
executive, the artistic, the business mind. In each there is 
a preferential manner of selection, retention, and organi- 
zation. These inherent impulsions become mind when they 
fuse with a oarticular background of experience. Of this 
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background, traditions form a large part. It is not enough 
to have direct contacts and observations, indispensable as 
these are. Even the work of an original individual may be 
relatively thin, as well as tending to the bizarre, when it is 
not informed with a wide and varied experience of the 
tradition in which he operates. For each great tradition 
is itself an organized habit of vision and of methods of 
ordering and conveying material. As this habit enters into 
native temperament and constitution it becomes an essen- 
tid ingredient of the mind. Peculiar sensitiveness to cer- 
tain aspects of nature is thereby developed into a power. 

Mind is more than consciousness, because it is the abid- 
ing even though changing background of which conscious- 
ness is the foreground. Mind changes slowly through the 
joint tuition of interest and circumstance. Consciousness 
is always in rapid change, for it marks the place where the 
formed disposition and the immediate situation touch and 
interact. It is the continuous readjustment of self and the 
world in experience, ^^Consciousness” is the more acute 
and intense in the degree of the readjustments that are de- 
manded, approaching the nil as the contact is frictionless 
and interaction fluid. It is turbid when meanings are un- 
dergoing reconstruction in an undetermined direction, and 
becomes clear as a decisive meaning emerges. 

The relation between mind and consciousness may be 
indicated by a familiar happening. WTien we read a book, 
we are immediately conscious of meanings that present 
themselves, and vanish. These meanings existentially oc- 
curring are ideas. But we are capable of getting ideas from 
what is read because of an organized system of meanings 
of which we are not at any one time completely aware. 
Our mathematical or political ‘‘mind” is the system of 
such meanings as possess and determine our particular ap* 
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prehensions or ideas. There is, however, a continuum or 
spectrum between this containing system and the mean- 
ings which, being focal and urgent, are the ideas of the 
moment. There is a contextual field between the latter 
and those meanings which determine the habitual direc- 
tion of our conscious thoughts and supply the organs for 
their formation. One great mistake in the orthodox psy- 
chological tradition is its exclusive preoccupation with 
sharp focalization to the neglect of the vague shading off 
from the foci into a field of increasing dimness. 

Discrimination in favor of the clearly distinguished has 
a certain practical justification, for the vague and exten- 
sive background is present in every conscious experience 
and therefore does not define the character of any one in 
particular. It represents that which is being used and 
taken for granted, while the focal phase is that which is 
imminent and critical. But this fact affords no justification 
for neglect and denial in theory of the dim and total back- 
ground of consciousness of every distinct thought. If there 
were a sharp division between the ideas that are focal as 
we read a certain section of a book and what we have al- 
ready read, if there were not carried along a sense of the 
latter, what we now read could not take the form of an 
idea. Indeed, ^ the use of such words as context and back- 
ground, fringe, etc., suggests something too external to 
meet the facts of the case. The larger system of meaning 
suffuses, interpenetrates, colors what is now and here up- 
permost; it gives them sense, feeling, as distinct from sig- 
nification. 

Change the illustration from reading a book to seeing 
and hearing a drama. The emotional as well as intellec* 
tual meaning of each presented phase of a play dependu 
upon the operative presence of a continuum of meanings. 
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If we have to remember what has been said and done at 
any particular point, we are not aware of what is now 
said and done; while without its suffusive presence in what 
is now said and done we lack clew to its meaning. Thus the 
purport of past affairs is present in the momentary cross- 
sectional idea in a way which is more intimate, direct and 
pervasive than the way of recall. It is positively and in- 
tegrally carried in and by the incidents now happening; 
these incidents are, in the degree of genuine dramatic 
quality, fulfillments of the meanings constituted by past 
events; they also give this system of meanings an unex- 
pected turn, and constitute a suspended and still indeter- 
minate meaning, which induces alertness, expectancy. It is 
this double relationship of continuation, promotion, carry- 
ing forward, and of arrest, deviation, need of supplementa- 
tion, which defines that focalization of meanings which is 
consciousness, awareness, perception. Every case of con- 
sciousness is dramatic; drama is an enhancement of the 
conditions of consciousness. 

These considerations enable us to give a formal defini- 
tion of consciousness in relation to mind or meanings. 
Consciousness, an idea, is that phase of a system of mean- 
ings which at a given time is undergoing re-direction, 
transitive transformation. The current idealistic concep- 
tion of consciousness as a power which modifies events is 
an inverted statement of this fact. To treat consciousness 
a power accomplishing the change, is but another in- 
stance of the common philosophic fallacy of converting an 
eventual function into an antecedent force or cause. Con- 
sciousness is the meaning of events in course of remaking; 
its “cause’^ is only the fact that this is one of the ways in 
which nature goes on. In a proximate sense of causality, 
namely as place in a series history, its causation is the 
need and demand for filling out what is indeterminate. 
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V • The Unity of the Human Being* 

I make no apology for starting out by saying that we 
have no words that are prepared in advance to be fit for 
framing and expressing sound and tested ideas about the 
unity of the human being, the wholeness of the self. If we 
ask an economist “What is money?” the proper official 
reply is that it is a medium of exchange. The answer does 
not stand in the way of a great deal of money being ac- 
cumulated by using it to obstruct the processes of ex- 
change. Similarly, we say that words are a means of com- 
municating ideas. But upon some subjects — and the 
present one falls in this class — the words at our disposal 
are largely such as to prevent the communication of ideas. 
The words are so loaded with associations derived from a 
long past that instead of being tools for thought, our 
thoughts become subservient tools of words. 

The meanings of such words as soul, mind, self, unity, 
even body, are hardly more than condensed epitomes of 
mankind’s agelong efforts at interpretation of its experi- 
ence. These efforts began when man first emerged from the 
state of the anthropoid ape. The interpretations which are 
embodied in the words that have come down to us are the 
products of desire and hope, of chance circumstance and 
ignorance, of the authority exercised by medicine men and 
priests as well as of acute observation and sound judg- 
ment. 

Physicists had in the beginning a like problem. They are 
solving it by the invention of technical terms and a techni- 
cal language. S)rmbols have, in principle, only the mean- 
ings that are put upon them because of special inquiries 
engaged in. It will be a long time before anything of this 
sort will be accomplished for human beings. To expel tra- 

*An address delivered before the College of Physicians in St. 
Louis, April 21, 1937. First time published. 
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ditional meanings and replace them by ideas that are 
products of controlled inquiries is a slow and painful 
process. 

Doubtless advance is possible, and will be made, by in- 
vention of words that are not charged with the debris of 
man^s past experience. But it is also possible that this 
process cannot be carried with safety as far as it can be 
with physical things. Our technical terms might easily rep- 
resent such artificial constructions that they would fail to 
help us in dealings with human beings — ^with the John 
Smiths and Susan Joneses with whom we rub elbows in 
daily life. 

The words in which I try to communicate ideas to you 
are, then, at best, but means of stimulating personal ob- 
servation and reflection. This statement holds even of the 
phrase ^‘the unity of the human being.” At first, the words 
have only a meaning derived from a contrast effect. The 
idea of man as an integral whole is projected against a 
background of beliefs about man which are chiefly of emo- 
tional origin and force; against belief in a dualism that 
was the expression of religious and moral institutions and 
traditions. 

The phrase ‘‘imity of man” has at first, accordingly, a 
negative meaning. It expresses a way of not talking about 
soul and body, body and mind. The word “unity” is a 
protest against the canonized dualism expressed in the 
presence of the word “and.” Nevertheless, the split ex- 
pressed in this word is so engrained in our emotional and 
intellectual habits that no sooner have we consciously re- 
jected it in one form than it recurs in another. The dualism 
is found today even among those who have abandoned its 
earlier manifestations. It is shown in separations made be- 
tween the structural and the functional; between the brain 
and the rest of the body; between the central nervous 



THE UNITY OF THE HUMAN 'bEING 8^9 

S3^tem and the vegetative nervous system and viscera; 
and most fundamentally, between the organism and the 
environment. For the first of each of these pairs of terms 
— ^structure, brain, organism — retains something of the 
isolation and alleged independence that used to belong to 
the ‘‘soul” and the “mind” and later to “consciousness.” 

While it is necessary to advance from the negative 
meaning of the phrase “the unity of man” the idea of 
unity also has its perils. For it has taken on associations 
during centuries of philosophic discussion that make it a 
dangerous word. It has become almost an invitation to set 
an abstraction in place of concrete phenomena. You and 
I can easily think of comprehensive systems — ^psychiatric, 
therapeutic, philosophical and psychological — ^suggested 
in the first place by undoubted facts, which under the pro- 
tecting shield of the idea of xmity, have been built up so as 
to force the facts, disguising and distorting them. At the 
present time there is a revulsion against the endless split- 
ting up of human beings into bits. It is going on with re- 
spect to cells, structures and organs, sensations, ideas, re- 
flexes; and with respect to atoms and electrons. The 
phrase “unity of man” is a protest against analysis of man 
into separate ultimate elements, as well as against the 
traditional split into body and soul. But it is easier, much 
easier, to set up the idea of unity in a vague way, than it 
is to translate it into definite facts. 

“Unity of the human being” only indicates, at best, a 
point of view, and the point of view has no meaning save 
as it is used as a vantage point from which to observe and 
interpret actual phenomena. 

We often hear such phrases as the unity of a family, 
the unity of a nation. These phrases stand for something. 
Yet in the history of social and political speculation, men 
have allowed the words to take the bit in their teeth and 
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run away from inquiry into the actual facts to which they 
refer. These instances of the use of “unity” may, however, 
provide a suggestion from which it is safe to set out. What- 
ever else the unity is or is not, it at least means the way 
in which a number of different persons and things work 
together toward a common end. This working together 
exists in action, operation, not as a static object or collec- 
tion of objects. It is this kind of unity that seems to me to 
give the clew to understanding the unity of the human 
being. 

We can recognize and identify a man as a single object, 
a numerical unit, by observation which marks out bound- 
aries, as we note that the bounded object moves as a 
whole. In that way you recognize me as a single object 
standing here on the stage before you. That is the way in 
which we recognize a rock, tree or house as a single ob- 
ject, as a unity and whole. But that which makes a rock a 
single whole is the interaction of swarms of molecules, 
atoms, and electrons; its unity is an affair of the way ele- 
ments work together. The boundaries by which we mark 
off a human being as a unit are very different from the 
energies and organization of energies that make him a ttw/- 
fied human being. We can observe the boundaries at a 
single moment. We can grasp the unity only, so to speak, 
longitudinally — only as something that goes on in a 
stretch of time. It is not found in any number of cross- 
sectional views. 

Nevertheless, if we could look into the minds of our 
neighbors, I think we should not be much surprised to 
find in them quite frequently the notion that a man exists 
within the boundaries which are visible, tangible, and 
observable. In a word, the man is identified with what is 
underneath his skin. We incline to suppose that we would 
know all about him if we could find out everything that is 
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happening in his brain and other parts of his nervous sys- 
tem: in his glands, muscles, viscera, heart and lungs and 
so on. 

Now up to a certain point we are on the right track, 
provided we emphasize sufficiently the interaction, the 
working together, of all these diverse processes. We can 
get a better idea of the unity of the human being as we 
know more about all these processes and the way they 
work together, as they check, and stimulate one another 
and bring about a balance. But the one positive point I 
wish to present is that while this is necessary it is not 
enough. We must observe and understand these internal 
processes and their interactions from the standpoint of 
their interaction with what is going on outside the skin — 
with that which is called the environment — if we are to 
obtain a genuine conception of the unity of the human 
being. 

Our attitude with respect to this matter is a strange 
mixture. In special points we take for granted the inclu- 
sion of the conditions and energies that are outside the 
boundaries set by the skin. No one supposes for a mo- 
ment that there can be respiration without the surround- 
ing air; or that the lungs are anything more than organs 
of interaction with what is outside the body. No one thinks 
of separating the processes of digestion from connection 
with foodstuffs derived by means of other organs from the 
environment. We know that eye, ear and hand, and so- 
matic musculature, are concerned with objects and events 
outside the boundaries of the body. These things we take 
for granted so regularly and unconsciously that it seems 
foolish to mention them. Physiologists at least recognize 
that what is true of breathing and digestion holds al^o of 
the circulation of fluids that goes on entirely within the 
body, although the connection of these processes with en- 
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vironing conditions is a stage more indirect. The struc- 
ture and processes of the central nervous system do not 
have that immediate connection with the outside world 
that the peripheral neural structures have. 

Yet an authority upon the anatomy and physiology of 
the nervous system recently used these words: “Every 
movement is the result of the messages which pass from 
the central mass of nerve cells to the muscles, and the 
outgoing messages are varied according to the reports sub- 
mitted by the sense organs. These show what is happening 
in the world outside, and the nervous system must evolve 
a plan of action appropriate to the occasion.”* 

That movements affected by the muscles have to do, di- 
rectly and indirectly, with activities of seeking, defense, 
and taking possession of energies of the outside world is 
obvious. The central nervous system has the function of 
evolving the plans and procedures that take effect in deal- 
ing with outside conditions as they are reported through 
sense organs — and I suppose it would be admitted that 
these reports vary, depending upon what the body was 
doing previously in connection with outside conditions. 

In other words, with respect to every special set of or- 
ganic structures and processes, we take it for granted that 
things beyond the body are involved in interaction with 
those inside the body, and that we cannot understand the 
latter in isolation. I did not give the quotation from Dr. 
Adrian because it presented a novel revelation. Actually, 
it states a fact so generally recognized as to be a common- 
place. The strangeness of the mixture of which I spoke 
consists in the fact that while we recognize the involve- 
ment of conditions external to the body in all organic 
processes, when they are taken one by one, we often fail 
to recognize and act upon the idea as an inclusive principle 

* N. Adrian, Harvxktd Tercentenary Publications, vol. I, p, 4. 
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by which to understand the unity of man and the dis- 
orders which result from disruption of this unity. 

Whole philosophical systems have been built up, for 
example, by treating thinking, especially in so-called ab- 
stract ideas, as having no connection with the activities 
the body executes in the environment in use and enjoy- 
ment of the conditions it presents. There is many a mathe- 
matician who would be shocked if he were told that his 
constructions had anything to do with activities carried 
on in the environment. Yet we know that neural structures 
and processes developed in control and use of the environ- 
ment are the organs of all thinking. Even some who call 
themselves behaviorists, who pride themselves on their 
strictly scientific attitude, have identified the behavior 
about which they talk with the behavior of the nervous 
system in and by itself. Having, for example, identified 
thought with language — a position for which much may be 
said — they go on to locate language in the vocal cords, 
ignoring the transaction of communication in which, di- 
rectly and indirectly, other human beings take part. It 
may even be that on occasion physicians think of diseases, 
and even psychical disorders, as something that goes on 
wholly inside the body, so that they treat what goes on 
outside as, at most, an external cause rather than a con- 
stituent and interacting factor in the disease. 

At all events, there is a good deal of description and 
interpretation in many fields in which the structural and 
static lord it over the active and functioning. Whenever 
we find this to be the case we may be sure that some struc- 
ture of the body has been described and interpreted in 
isolation from its connection with an activity in which an 
environment plays an integral part. 

On the other hand, when physicians proceed to regulate 
the diet, sleep and exercise of patients, when they inquire 
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into and give advice about their habits, they are dealing 
with the ^^use of the self’’ in its active functional connec- 
tion with the outside world. What, then, I am urging is 
simply the systematic and constant projection of what is 
here involved into all our observations, judgments and 
generalizations about the unity and the breakdowns of 
unity of human beings. For its implications are that all 
beliefs and practices which gratuitously split up the unity 
of man have their final root in the separation of what goes 
on inside the body from integrated interaction with what 
goes on outside. 

This abstract principle becomes concrete as soon as one 
thinks not of environment in general, but of the human 
environment — that which is formed by contacts and rela- 
tions with our human fellows. Psychiatrists have made us 
familiar with disturbances labeled “withdrawal from re- 
ality.” They have pointed out the role of this withdrawal 
in many pathological occurrences. What are these with- 
drawals but cases of the interruption or cessation of “the 
active operative presence of environing conditions in the 
activities of a human being”? What are the resulting 
pathological phenomena but evidences that the self loses 
its integrity within itself when it loses integration with the 
medium in which it lives? 

It is only necessary to think of those mild instances of 
withdrawal, forming ordinary day-dreaming and fantasy 
building, to appreciate that the environment which is in- 
volved is human or social. When a person builds up not 
only a systematized delusion of wealth but engages in a 
day-dream in which he has come into possession of a large 
sum of money, it is not the physical money he is thinking 
of, but the prestige and power it gives him over his fellows. 
If a fantasy becomes habitual and controlling, it brings 
about, sooner or later, retraction from even the physical 
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environment. But these withdrawals from physical sur- 
roundings originate in disturbances of relationship with 
the human environment. They go back to such things as 
pettings and coddlings, personal rejections, failure to win 
recognition and approvals, fear of those in authority, frus- 
tration of hope and desire by social conditions. 

We may then anticipate a time when our entire tradi- 
tional psychology will be looked upon as extraordinarily 
one-sided in its exclusive concern with actions and reac- 
tions of human beings with their physical surroundings to 
the neglect of interpersonal relationships. We have, to be 
sure, reached a point where we have chapters and books 
entitled “social psychology.’^ But we are far from having 
reached the point in which it is seen that the whole differ- 
ence between animal and human psychology is constituted 
by the transforming effect exercised upon the former by 
intercourse and association with other persons and groups 
of persons. For, apart from unconditioned reflexes, like the 
knee-jerk, it may be questioned whether there is a single 
human activity or experience which is not profoundly af- 
fected by the social and cultural environment. Would we 
have any intellectual operations without the language 
which is a social product? As for our emotional life, per- 
mit me to cite two passages written by a physician: “Con- 
tact with human beings is the stimulus that elicits emo- 
tional and visceral reactions. It is not the clatter of rail- 
ways and motors, this ^fast hurrying age in which we live’ 
so often spoken of ; it is rather the pride, the envy, the 
ambition, the rage, the disappointment, the defeat that de- 
velop in purely humal^relations that stir the viscera”; and 
again: “There is an immense amount of hokum uttered 
about the psychological tensions caused by our swiftly 
movipg era, as though the telephone, the radio, and the 
electric refrigerator were instruments that could swerve 
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the viscera. The emotional life does not actually hinge on 
machinery but on the type of response to living situations, 
situations that for the most part are created by human 
contacts,”’*' 

I do not believe I am going beyond the implications of 
these passages when I say that the operation of “living 
situations created by human contacts” is the only intel- 
ligible ground upon which we can distinguish between 
what we call the higher and the lower (the physical on one 
side and the ideal and “spiritual” on the other) in human 
experience. The occurrence of a sensation, for example, 
may be described as an interaction between certain neural 
processes and certain vibrations. The principle involved 
here is the same in animals and in man. But the signifi- 
cance of a quality of red depends upon the part it plays 
in the customary uses and enjoyments of the social group 
of which a person is a member. To a bull, its presence is a 
purely physiological stimulus. For a child, it may be that 
a dress, worn perhaps only on a festal occasion or a ribbon 
worn for adornment in the presence of others, is that 
which fixes the significance of red. When we wait in an 
automobile for a traffic light to turn, red is still a physio- 
logical stimulus. But it has its significance in terms of 
adaptation of the behavior of individuals to one another. 
The emotional import of red in a red, white and blue flag 
to a patriotic American citizen is surely not native in 
physiological structure. 

Examples do not prove the principle laid down. But I 
do believe that reflection upon these and similar cases will 
show that the only verifiable basKwe have for marking 
off the experiences that have practical, emotional and in- 
tellectual significance from those which do not is the in- 

* Houstoni The Art of Treatment^ pp. 348-349 ; p. 450. 
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fluence of cultural and social forces upon internal physio, 
logical processes. 

At least, what I have said is a challenge to produce any 
instance of an experience having so-called ideal or even 
“spiritual” meaning that cannot be accounted for on this 
ground. Otherwise we must have recourse to the old divis- 
ion between soul and body. Take the case of those who re- 
volt against the old dualism, and who because of their re- 
volt imagine they must throw away and deny the existence 
of all phenomena that go by the names of “higher,” intel- 
lectual and moral. Such persons exist. They suppose they 
are not scientific unless they reduce everything to the ex- 
clusively somatic and physiological. This procedure is a 
conspicuous instance of what must happen when observa- 
tion, description and interpretation of human events are 
confined to what goes on under the skin to the exclusion 
of their integrated interaction with environmental condi- 
tions, particularly the environment formed by other hu- 
man beings. Knowledge of strictly somatic organs and 
processes is certainly necessary for scientific understand- 
ing of “higher” phenomena. But only half-way science 
neglects and rules out the other factor. 

We may reject the traditional dualism. In my conviction 
we should reject it. We cannot be scientific save as we 
seek for the physiological, the physical factor in every 
emotional, intellectual and volitional experience. As more 
is known of this factor, more intellectual capital and more 
resources of control are at our command. In the case of the 
physician especially is it so true as to be a truism, that the 
more anatomical, chemical and immunological information 
he has, the better prepared is he for his work. And it is 
also true that our knowledge of social relations and their 
effects upon native and original physiological processes is 
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scanty and unorganized in comparison with the physical 
knowledge at command. 

But in view of the role played by human contacts and 
relations in developing and sustaining the emotional and 
intellectual quality of human experience on one side, and 
in bringing disturbance and disorder into it on the other, 
this fact is all the more reason foi; devoting constant atten- 
tion to the as yet relatively unknown factor in the case of 
every human being who comes under observation. This 
need cannot be met by knowledge of even the most up- 
to-date scientific psychology which now exists. For, un- 
fortunately, this psychology suffers for the most part from 
exactly the one-sided concern in question: the failure to 
take into account the operations and effects of relation- 
ships between human beings. 

To me, a layman, it appears that physicians have a 
unique opportunity for building up just the kind of knowl- 
edge that is now so largely lacking. Physicians are the per- 
sons who have the most direct, intimate and continued 
contact with the living situations in which the problem is 
most acutely present. Since the decline of the influence of 
priest and pastor, no other professional body is in a posi- 
tion to make such a contribution and render such a serv- 
ice — though it should be acknowledged that the group of 
teachers also has an opportunity of which it fails to take 
adequate advantage. I am impressed, as every one else 
naturally is, with the now oft-made statement that at 
least one-half of those who consult physicians are suffer- 
ing from ailments having a strictly neural basis and that 
show psychopathological traits. Indeed, this statement 
seems to me to be actually a great under-statement of the 
seriousness of the situation. 

For the conception of good health is so vague that most 
persons do not go to see a physician until their ailments 
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have become rather extreme. No one knows how many 
who do not come suffer loss of energy, efficiency and hap- 
piness because of difficulties that have a psychic aspect. 
A fair guess would be, 1 take it, that this group includes, 
in some degree, everybody. If the factor of human rela- 
tionships is as fundamental in production of these dis- 
orders, slight and intense, as we now have reason to be- 
lieve is the case, it is impossible to over-state the extent 
or the importance of the concrete body of knowledge 
physicians can build up. 

At this point, I must invite your attention again to the 
dubious and controversial state in which the whole mat- 
ter of so-called higher mental states finds itself, and the 
disastrous consequences that ensue. In saying this, I am 
not referring to controversies between philosophers and 
psychologists about the relations of the mental and physi- 
cal — controversies that pass under the names of interac- 
tionism, parallelism, materialism, etc. I think these are of 
no great practical importance save as they reflect certain 
divisions of a more practical kind that are rife. There are 
some who are so impressed with the influence of mind 
upon body, and with opportunities for exploiting those 
whose troubles have a marked psychic phase, that they 
form special cults, while there are others who react to the 
opposite extreme. They will have as little to do with any- 
thing that cannot be located and described in some specific 
lesion or specific somatic process. The respective views and 
practices of the two groups supply ammunition the one to 
the other. It is this situation which gives practical point 
to the search for the unity of the human being, and that 
justifies presentation of the view that unity and its break- 
downs must be sought for in the interactions between in- 
dividual organisms and their environment, especially that 
of human associations. 
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In this connection may be cited some rather simple facts 
which indicate that there is nothing mystical or meta- 
physical in acknowledgment of the “higher” functions 
when they are interpreted by the view that has been set 
forth. When one of us steps on the toes of his neighbor in 
a crowded place, we offer regrets — since otherwise we are 
likely to subject ourselves to sour looks, irritation and re- 
sentment. A strictly physical event has taken place, but 
even from an ordinary common-sense point of view, the 
physical is not the whole of the matter. The presence of a 
personal relation introduces a qualifying factor. 

If I stub my toe on an object left lying on a public 
street my response is quite different from that which hap- 
pens if I stub it on the root of a tree in climbing a moun- 
tain. In the first case, I feel the object has no business 
there, that somebody has been careless, that something 
ought to be done about such things. A personal element 
has modified an otherwise purely physical reaction. In the 
second case, I may suffer equal or greater pain, but if the 
pain should be partly that of irritation, the irritation is 
directed at my own awkwardness. Again, I can hardly 
imagine anyone thinking that the pain a child suffers from 
colic is of the same quality as the agony of torture a sen- 
sitive child suffers from an act of injustice or unkindness 
at the hands of some one from whom he expects different 
treatment. 

Sentimentalists put the pain a dog suffers in undergoing 
an act of vivisection on the same level with what a parent 
suffers who has lost a child. To other people, this attitude 
seems to display rather extraordinary callousness towards 
distinctively human pain — a pain that is what it is because 
the processes of the human organism have been pro- 
foundly affected by relations with another human being. 

The point illustrated by these simple instances is that 
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the whole ground for the difference between a sensation 
and an emotion seems to lie in the absence or presence of 
a response coming from another human being. Persons ac- 
quire likes and dislikes for physical objects and physical 
scenes. But upon the strictly physical level — meaning by 
that, one in which a human relation plays no part — ^a dis- 
like is expressed by simple rejection, as, say, one “doesn’t 
like olives or castor oil.” When the rejection is accom- 
panied by emotion, even a layman suspects there is some- 
thing back of it. When such cases are studied it is found, 
practically without exception, that the object rejected is 
of a kind that has been socially “conditioned,” as the term 
goes. The strong stirring of emotional interest that most 
people experience when revisiting, after a lapse of years, 
the scenes of their childhood is called out by the fact that 
these scenes were not merely the theatrical stage and prop- 
erties of early activities, but have entered so intimately 
into personal relations with father and mother, brother 
and sisters and pla)miates, that it is impossible to draw a 
line and say the influence of the physical ends here and 
that of the social begins there. 

It may be assumed, I suppose, that all students of bi- 
ology and physiology now take it for granted that there 
is no recollection apart from a modification of neural 
structure undergone in consequence of an earlier experi- 
ence. But would any one attempt to read off from even the 
most minute and thorough study, of the structure of the 
modified neural cells and the chemical processes going on 
in them, what the nature of the earlier experience was? 
I imagine not; I also imagine that there are few indeed 
who think any possible future development of knowledge 
will enable this result to come to pass, making it possible 
to reconstitute a past experience on the basis Of what can 
be observed about an organic structure. What is relied 
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upon is personal contact and communication; while per- 
sonal attitudes, going deeper than the mere asking of ques- 
tions, are needed in order to establish the confidence 
which is a condition for the patient’s telling the story of 
his past. The organic modification is there — it is indis- 
pensable. Without it the patient would not be able to re- 
call past incidents. But this is not enough. The physical 
fact has to be taken up into the context of personal rela- 
tions between human being and human being before it 
becomes a fact of the living present. 

Intellectual operations are discriminative. They bring 
things to a focus, to a point, down, as we say, to brass 
tacks. But when we are angry or depressed, we are mad or 
sad all over. A physical pain may be more or less definitely 
and accurately localized. But while we may feel severe 
local burnings and constrictions in the case of severe 
grief, there is also a total experienced response which oc- 
curs. It operates through organic structures, especially 
the viscera. But if it were referred exclusively to them, to 
the exclusion of a relation to another human being, it 
would not he grief. 

I remember as a child trying to reinstate on a hot sum- 
mer’s day, the experience of a day in winter — not just to 
recall intellectually that it was cold, but to recover the 
actual feeling. Naturally, I never succeeded, and I was not 
aware that if I had succeeded it would have been an hallu- 
cination. What I was attempting, was, however, hardly 
more difficult than it is, when we are experiencing an in- 
tense emotion, to procure or permit the introduction of 
ideas associated with another mood. Elation and strong 
hope take such possession of us that we cannot entertain 
ideas that suggest the possibility of failure as long as the 
emotions last. The person depressed with melancholy has 
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no room for any idea connected with success or vital 
hope. 

Now it may be doubted whether there is any idea, no 
matter how intellectual and abstract, that is not tinged, if 
not dyed, with the emotion that arises from the total re- 
sponse of the whole organism to its surroundings. The 
cases, then, of the influence of emotions upon somatic 
conditions, even to the extent of producing neuroses in 
some cases and creating astonishing recoveries in other 
cases, have nothing mystical or metaphysical about them. 
They are expressions of the regulative force exercised over 
partial organic processes by the whole of which they are 
part. 

I have given a number of illustrations which by them- 
selves are commonplace rather than weighty. The prin- 
ciple they are intended to illustrate is, however, of the 
utmost importance. For, as I have suggested, disruption of 
the unity of the self is not limited to the cases that come 
to physicians and institutions for treatment. They ac- 
company every disturbance of normal relations of hus- 
band and wife, parent and child, group and group, class 
and class, nation and nation. Emotional responses are so 
total as compared with the partial nature of intellectual 
responses, of ideas and abstract conceptions, that their 
consequences are more pervasive and more enduring. I 
can, accordingly, think of nothing of greater practical im- 
portance than that the psychic effects of human relation- 
ships, normal and abnormal, should be the object of con- 
tinued study, including among the consequences the indi- 
rect somatic effects. 

We cannot understand the conditions that produce 
unity in the human being and conditions that generate 
disruptions of this unity until the study of the relations of 



834 PERCEPTION, LANGUAGE AND MIND 

human beings to one another is as alert, as unremitting 
and as systematic as the study of strictly physiological 
and anatomical processes and structures has been in the 
past. The plea is not for any remission on the side of the 
latter. But we need to recover from the impression, now 
widespread, that the essential problem is solved when 
chemical, immunological, physiological and anatomical 
knowledge is sufficiently obtained. We cannot understand 
and employ this knowledge until it is placed integrally 
in the context of what human beings do to one another in 
the vast variety of their contacts and associations. Until 
the study is undertaken in this spirit, neglect will continue 
to breed and so support belief in the soul, and in mental 
processes supposed to be wholly independent of the or- 
ganism and of somatic conditions. The consequences pro- 
duced by this belief will not be confined to errors of the- 
ory. The practical outcome is division and conflict in 
action where unity and cooperation of social effort are 
urgently required. 

I may rephrase what I have said by saying that the fine 
old saying sound mind in a sound body” can and 
should be extended to read “A sound human being in a 
sound human environment.” The mere change in wording 
is nothing. A change in aims and methods of working in 
that direction would mean more than any of us can esti- 
mate. Is there anything in the whole business of politics, 
economics, morals, education — indeed in any profession 
— save the construction of a proper human environment 
that will serve, by its very existence, to produce sound and 
whole human beings, who in turn will maintain a sound 
and healthy human environment? 

This is the universal and all-embracing human task. Its 
first phase cannot be turned over to politicians alone, and 
the second phase cannot be turned over to parents, preach- 
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ers and teachers alone. It is not tlie peculiar business of 
any special calling. Yet perhaps there is none who is more 
intimately concerned with aiding production of sound in- 
dividual human beings than the physician. There is none 
who has as much opportunity as he has to observe the ef- 
fects of disturbed and disordered human relations in pro- 
duction of warped and divided personalities. The situa- 
tions with which physicians deal are not artificially pro- 
duced in laboratories. They are nevertheless sufficiently 
extensive and varied to provide conditions of control like 
those of the laboratory. 

I cannot help thinking that the idea of preventive medi- 
cine and of public health policies have bearing and appli- 
cation upon the point made. Because of the unity of the 
human being, because of the inextricable intertwining of 
the physical and psychical in his make-up, the work of 
preventing disease and disorders is not completely done 
when the physical conditions of sanitation, pure water, 
and milk supply, sewage disposal, and healthy homes 
have been attended to. The social conditions that make for 
the production of unified, effective, reasonably happy hu- 
man beings and their opposites, come into the picture also. 
We may solve the problems of dualism and monism satis- 
factorily in theory, and yet not have touched the sore spots 
in society and in individuals, and this is the place where 
they have to be resolved practically. 

The one way out of the division that has disclosed itself 
to my vision is continued and persistent study of the con- 
crete effect of social situations upon individual human 
beings, and the effect, in return, of human beings upon 
social relations. I believe that the honor of addressing this 
College of Physicians has not unduly influenced me and 
I hope you will not believe otherwise if I close by saying 
that in this study the physician has a position of unique 
opportunity and responsibility. 




CHAPTER SIXTEEN 


THINKING AND MEANING 

I • The Natural History of Thinking* 

THE man in the street, when asked what he thinks 
about a certain matter, often replies that he does not think 
at all; he knows. The suggestion is that thinking is a case 
of active uncertainty set over against conviction or un- 
questioning assurance. When he adds that he does not 
have to think, but knows, the further implication is that 
thinking, when needed, leads to knowledge; that its pur- 
pose or object is to secure stable equilibrium. It is my 
purpose to show some of the main stages through which 
thinking, understood in this way, actually passes in its at- 
tempt to reach its most effective working; that is, the 
maximum of reasonable certainty. 

I wish to show how a variety of modes of thinking, 
easily recognizable in the progress of both the race and the 
individual, may be identified and arranged as successive 
species of the relationship which doubting bears to as- 
surance; as various ratios, so to speak, which the vigor of 
doubting hears to mere acquiescence. The presumption is 
that the function of questioning is one which has con- 
tinually grown in intensity and range, that doubt is con- 
tinually chased back, and, being cornered, fights more 
desperately, and thus clears the ground more thoroughly. 
Its successive stations or arrests constitute stages of think*' 

* From Essays in Experimental Logic, pp. 183-216. 
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ing. Or to change the metaphor, just in the degree that 
what has been accepted as fact — the object of assurance — 
loses stable equilibrium, the tension involved in the ques- 
tioning attitude increases, until a readjustment gives a new 
and less easily shaken equilibrium. 

The natural tendency of man is not to press home a 
doubt, but to cut inquiry as short as possible. The prac- 
tical man^s impatience with theory has become a prov- 
erb; it expresses just the feeling that, since the thinking 
process is of use only in substituting certainty for doubt, 
any apparent prolongation of it is useless speculation, 
wasting time and diverting the mind from important is- 
sues. To follow the line of least resistance is to cut short 
the stay in the sphere of doubts and suggestions, and to 
make the speediest return into the world where one can 
act. The result, of course, is that difficulties are evaded or 
surmounted rather than really disposed of. Hence, in spite 
of the opposition of the would-be practical man, the needs 
of practice, of economy, and of efficiency have themselves 
compelled a continual deepening of doubt and widening 
of the area of investigation. 

It is within this evolution that we have to find our 
stages of thinking. The initial stage is where the doubt is 
hardly endured but not entertained; it is no welcome guest 
but an intruder, to be got rid of as speedily as possible. 
Development of alternative and competitive suggestions, 
the forming of suppositions (of ideas), goes but a little 
way. The mind seizes upon the nearest or most convenient 
instrument of dismissing doubt and reattaining security. 
At the other end is the definitive and conscious search for 
problems, and the development of elaborate and system- 
atized methods of investigation — the industry and tech- 
nique of science. Between these limits come processes 
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which have started out upon the path of doubt and in- 
quiry, and then halted by the way. 

In the first stage of the journey, beliefs are treated as 
something fixed and static. To those who are using them 
they are simply another kind of fact. They are used to 
settle doubts, but the doubts are treated as arising quite 
outside the ideas themselves. Nothing is further from rec- 
ognition than that ideas themselves are open to doubt, or 
need criticism and revision. Indeed, the one who uses 
static meanings is not even aware that they originated and 
have been elaborated for the sake of dealing with conflicts 
and problems. The ideas are just ‘There,” and they may 
be used like any providential dispensation to help men out 
of the troubles into which they have fallen. 

Words are generally held responsible for this fixation 
of the idea, for. this substantiation of it into a kind of 
thing. A long line of critics has made us familiar with the 
invincible habit “of supposing that wherever there is a 
name there is some reality corresponding to it”; of sup- 
posing that general and abstract words have their equiva- 
lent objects somewhere in rerum natura, as have also sin- 
gular and proper names. We know with what simplicity of 
self-confidence the English empirical school has accounted 
for the ontological speculation of Plato. Words tend to 
fix intellectual contents, and give them a certain air of in- 
dependence and individuality. That some truth is here 
expressed there can be no question. 

But this petrifying influence of words is after all only a 
superficial explanation. There must be some meaning 
present dr the word could not fix it; there must be some- 
thing which accounts for the disposition to use names as a 
medium of fossilization. There is, in truth, a certain real 
fact — ^an existent reality — ^behind both the word and the 
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meaning it stands for. This reality is social usage. The per- 
son who consults a dictionary is getting an established fact 
when he turns there for the definition of a term. He finds 
the sense in which the word is currently used. 

Ideas, or meanings fixed in terms, show the scheme of 
values which the community uses in appraising matters 
that need consideration and which are indeterminate or 
unassured. They are held up as standards for all its mem- 
bers to follow. The fixed or static idea is a fact expressing 
an established social attitude, a custom. It is not merely 
verbal, because it denotes a force which operates, as all 
customs do, in controlling particular cases. But since it 
marks a mode of interpretation, a scheme for assigning 
values, a way of dealing with doubtful cases, it falls within 
the sphere of ideas. Or, coming to the life of the individual, 
the fixed meaning represents, not a state. of consciousness 
fixed by a name, but a recognition of a habitual way of 
belief: a habit of understanding. 

With advance in the complexity of life, however, rules 
accumulate, and discrimination — that is, a certain degree 
of inquiring and critical attitude — enters in. Inquiry takes 
effect, however, in seeking among a collection of fixed ideas 
just the one to be used, rather than in directing suspicion 
against any rule or idea as such, or in an attempt to dis- 
cover or constitute a new one. It is hardly necessary to 
refer to the development of casuistry, or to the multipli- 
cation of distinctions within dogmas, or to the growth of 
ceremonial law in cumbrous detail, to indicate what the 
outcome of this logical stage is likely to be. The essential 
thing is that doubt and inquiry are directed neither at the 
nature of the intrinsic fact itself, nor at the value of the 
idea as such, but simply at the manner in which one is at- 
tached to the other. Thinking falls outside both fact and 
idea, and into the sphere of their external connection. It is 



THE NATURAL HISTORY OF THINKING 841 

Still a fiction of judicial procedure that there is already in 
existence some custom or law under which every possible 
dispute — that is, every doubtful or unassured case — falls, 
and that the judge only declares which law is applicable 
in the particular case. This point of view has tremendously 
affected the theory of logic in its historic development. 

In this form ideas become the chief instruments of so- 
cial conservation. Judicial decision and penal correction 
are restricted and ineffective methods of maintaining so- 
cial institutions unchanged, compared with instilling in 
advance uniform ideas — fixed modes of appraising all so- 
cial questions and issues. These set ideas thus become the 
embodiment of the values which any group has realized 
and intends to perpetuate. The fixation supports them 
against dissipation through attrition of circumstance, and 
against destruction through hostile attack. 

When we substitute for ideas as uniform rules by which 
to decide doubtful cases that making over of ideas which 
is requisite to make them fit, the quality of thought al- 
ters. We may fairly say that we have come into another 
stage. The idea is now regarded as essentially subject to 
change, as a manufactured article needing to be made 
ready for use. As the scheduled stock of fixed ideas grows 
larger, their application to specific questions becomes 
more difficult, prolonged, and roundabout. There has to 
be a definite hunting for the specific idea which is ap- 
propriate; there has to be comparison of it with other 
ideas. This comes to involve a certain amount of mutual 
compromise and modification before selection is possible. 
The idea thus gets somewhat shaken. It has to be made 
over so that it may harmonize with other ideas possessing 
equal worth. Often the very accumulation of fixed ideas 
commands this reconstruction. The dead weight of the 
material becomes so great that it cannot sustain itself 
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without a readjustment of the center of gravity. Simplifi- 
cation and s3^tematization are required, and these call for 
reflection. Critical cases come up in which the fiction of an 
idea or rule already in existence cannot be maintained. It 
is impossible to conceal that old ideas have to be radically 
modified before the situation can be dealt with. The fric- 
tion of circumstance melts away their congealed fixity. 
Judgment becomes legislative. 

Discussion is an apt name for this attitude of thought, 
ft is bringing various beliefs together ; shaking one against 
another and tearing down their rigidity. It is conversation 
of thoughts; it is dialogue — the mother of dialectic in 
more than the etymological sense. No process is more re- 
current in history than the transfer of operations carried 
on between different persons into the arena of the individ- 
ual’s own consciousness. The discussion which at first took 
place by bringing ideas from different persons into con- 
tact, by introducing them into the forum of competition, 
and by subjecting them to critical comparison and selec- 
tive decision, finally became a habit of the individual with 
himself. He became a miniature social assemblage, in 
which pros and cons were brought into play struggling 
for the mastery — for final conclusion. In some such way 
we conceive reflection to be born. 

It is evident that discussion, the agitation of ideas, if 
judged from the standpoint of the older fixed ideas, is a 
destructive process. Ideas are not only shaken together 
and apart, they are so shaken in themselves that their 
whole validity becomes doubtful. Mind, and not merely 
beliefs, becomes uncertain. The attempt to harmonize dif- 
ferent ideas means that in themselves they are discrepant. 
The search for a conclusion means that accepted ideas are 
only points of view, and hence personal affairs. Needless to 
say it was the Sophists who emphasized and generalized 
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this negative aspect — this presupposition of loss of as- 
surance, of inconsistency, of ^‘subjectivity.” They took it 
as applying not only to this, that, and the other idea, but 
to ideas as ideas. Since ideas are no longer fixed contents, 
they are just expressions of an individual’s way of think- 
ing. Lacking inherent value, they merely express the in- 
terests that induce the individual to look this way rather 
than that. They are made by the individual’s point of 
view, and hence will be unmade if he can be led to change 
his point of view. Where all was fixity, now all is instabil- 
ity: where all was certitude, nothing now exists save 
opinion based on prejudice, interest, or arbitrary choice. 

The modern point of view, while condemning sophistry, 
yet often agrees with it in limiting the reflective attitude 
as such to self-involution and self-conceit. Such wholesale 
depreciation ignores the value inherent even in the most 
subjective reflection, for it takes the settled estate which 
is proof that thought is not needed, or that it has done its 
work, as if it supplied the standard for the occasions in 
which problems are hard upon us, and doubt is rife. It 
takes the conditions which come about after and because 
we have thought to measure the conditions which call out 
thinking. Whenever wc really need to reflect, we cannot 
appeal directly to the “fact,” for the adequate reason that 
the stimulus to thinking arises just because “facts” have 
slipped away from us. 

Reflection involves running over various ideas, sorting 
them out, comparing one with another, trying to get one 
which will unite in itself the strength of two, searching for 
new points of view, developing new suggestions; guessing, 
suggesting, selecting, and rejecting. The greater the prob- 
lem, and the greater the shock of doubt and resultant con- 
fusion and uncertainty, the more prolonged and more nec- 
essary is the process of “mere thinking.” It is a more ob- 
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vious phase of biology than of physics, of sociology than 
of chemistry; but it persists in established sciences. 

What makes the essential difference between modern re- 
search and the reflection of, say, the Greeks, is not the ab- 
sence of “mere thinking,” but the presence of conditions 
for testing its results; the elaborate system of checks and 
balances found in the technique of modern experimenta- 
tion. The thinking process does not now go on endlessly in 
terms of itself, but seeks outlet through reference to par- 
ticular experiences. It is tested by this reference; not, 
however, as if a theory could be tested by directly com- 
paring it with facts — an obvious impossibility — but 
through use in facilitating commerce with facts. It is tested 
as glasses are tested; things are looked at through the 
medium of specific meanings to see if thereby they assume 
a more orderly and clearer aspect, if they are less blurred 
and obscure. 

Discussion, whether with ourselves or others, goes on by 
suggestion of clews, as the uppermost object of interest 
opens a way here or'there. It is discursive and haphazard. 
This gives it the devious tendency indicated in Plato’s re- 
mark that it needs to be tied to the post of reason. It 
needs, that is, to have the ground or basis of its various 
component statements brought to consciousness in such a 
way as to define the exact value of each. The Socratic con- 
tention is the need of compelling the common denomina- 
tor, the common subject, underlying the diversity of views 
to exhibit itself. It alone gives a sure standard by which 
the claims of all assertions may be measured. Until this 
need is met, discussion is a self-deceiving play with un- 
judged, unexamined matters, which, confused and shift- 
ing, impose themselves upon us. 

By Aristotle’s time the interest was not so much in the 
existence of standards of decision in cases of doubt and 
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dispute as in the technique of their use. The judge was 
firmly seated on the bench. The parties in controversy rec- 
ognized his jurisdiction, and their respective claims were 
submitted for adjudicature. The need was for rules of pro- 
cedure by which the judge might, in an obvious and im- 
partial way, bring the recognized universal or decisive 
law to bear upon particular matters. Hence the elabora- 
tion of those rules of evidence, those canons of demonstra- 
tive force, which are the backbone of the Aristotelian logic. 
There was a code by which to decide upon the admissibil- 
ity and value of proffered testimony — the rules of the syl- 
logism. The judge knew what testimony to permit, when 
and how it should be introduced, how it could be im- 
peached or have its competence lessened, and how the evi- 
dence was to be arranged so that a summary would also 
be an exhibit of its value in establishing a conclusion. 

This means that there now is a distinctive type of think- 
ing marked off from mere discussion and reflection. It 
may be called either reasoning or proof. It is reasoning 
when we think of the regularity of the method for getting 
at and employing the unquestioned grounds which give 
validity to other statements. It is proof as regards the de- 
gree of logical desert thereby measured out to such propo- 
sitions. Proof is the acceptance or rejection justified 
through the reasoning. 

Reasoning is marshaling a series of terms and proposi- 
tions until we can bind some doubtful fact firmly to an 
unquestioned, although remote, truth; it is the regular 
way in which a certain proposition is brought to bear on a 
precarious one, clothing the latter with something of the 
peremptory quality of the former. So far as we reach this 
result, and so far as we can exhibit each step in the nexus 
and be sure it has been rightly performed, we have proof. 

Hence the Aristotelian logic necessarily assumes certain 
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first or fundamental truths unquestioned and unquestion- 
able, self-evident and self-evidencing, neither established 
nor modified by thought, but standing firm in their own 
right. This assumption was not, as modern dealers in 
formal logic would sometimes have it, an external psycho- 
logical or metaphysical attachment to the theory of reas- 
oning, to be omitted at will from logic as such. It was an 
essential factor of knowledge that there should be neces* 
sary propositions directly apprehended by reason and par- 
ticular ones directly apprehended by sense. Reasoning 
could then join them. Without the truths we have only the 
play of subjective, arbitrary, futile opinion. Judgment has 
not taken place, and assertion is without warrant. Hence 
the scheduling of first truths is an organic part of any reas- 
oning which is occupied with securing demonstration, 
surety of assent, or valid conviction. To deny the neces- 
sary place of ultimate truths in the logical system of Aris- 
totle and his followers is to make them players in a game 
of social convention. It is to overlook, to invert, the fact 
that they were sincerely concerned with the question of 
attaining the grounds and process of assurance. Hence 
they were obliged to assume primary intuitions, meta- 
physical, physical, moral, and mathematical axioms, in 
order to get the pegs of certainty to which to tie the 
bundles of otherwise contingent propositions. 

It is not enough, however, to account for the ultimate 
major premises, for the unconditioned grounds upon which 
credibility is assigned. We have also to report where the 
other side comes from: matters so uncertain in themselves 
as to require that they have their grounds supplied from 
outside. The answer in the Aristotelian scheme is an ob- 
vious one. It is the very nature of sense, of ordinary ex- 
perience, to supply us with matters which in themselves 
are only contingent. Jhere is a certain portion of the in- 
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tellectual sphere, that derived from experience, which is 
infected throughout by its unworthy origin. It stands for- 
ever condemned to be merely empirical — particular, more 
or less accidental, inherently irrational. You cannot make 
gold from dross, and the best that can be done for and 
with material of this sort is to bring it under the pro- 
tection of truth which has warrant and weight in itself. 

We may now characterize this stage of thinking with 
reference to our original remark that different stages de- 
note various degrees in the evolution of the doubt-inquiry 
function. As compared with the period of fixed ideas, 
doubt is awake, and inquiry is active, but in itself it is 
rigidly limited. On one side it is bounded by fixed ulti- 
mate truths, whose very nature is that they cannot be 
doubted, which are not products or functions in inquiry, 
but bases that investigation fortunately rests upon. In the 
other direction all “matters of fact,” all “empirical truths” 
belong to a particular sphere or kind of existence, and one 
intrinsically open to suspicion. The region is condemned 
in a wholesale way. In itself it exhales doubt; it cannot be 
reformed ; it is to be shunned, or, if this is not possible, to 
be escaped from by climbing up a ladder of intermediate 
terms until we lay hold on the universal. The very way in 
which doubt is objectified, taken all in a piece, marks its 
lack of vitality. It is arrested and cooped up in a particular 
place. As with any doubtful character, the less of its com- 
pany the better. Uncertainty is not realized as a necessary 
instrument in compelling experienced matters to reveal 
their meaning and inherent order. 

This limitation upon inquiry settles the interpretation 
to be given thought at this stage. Thought has only a 
formal value. It is of service in exhibiting and arranging 
grounds upon which any particular proposition may be 
acquitted or condemned, upon which anything already 
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current may be assented to, or upon which belief may reas- 
onably be withheld. 

The metaphor of the law court is apt. There is assumed 
some matter to be either proved or disproved. As matter, 
as content, it is furnished. It is not to be found out. In the 
law court it is not a question of discovering what a man 
specifically is, but simply of finding reasons for regarding 
him as guilty or innocent. There is no all-around play of 
thought directed to the institution of something as fact, 
but a question of whether grounds can be adduced justi- 
fying acceptance of some proposition already set forth. 
The significance of such an attitude comes into relief when 
we contrast it with what is done in the laboratory. In the 
laboratory there is no question of proving that things are 
just thus and so, or that we must accept or reject a given 
statement; there is simply an interest in finding out what 
sort of things we are dealing with. Any quality or change 
that presents itself may be an object of investigation, or 
may suggest a conclusion; for it is judged, not by refer- 
ence to pre-existent truths, but by its suggestiveness, by 
what it may lead to. The mind is open to inquiry in any 
direction. 

Hence the fourth stage — covering what is popularly 
known as inductive and empirical science. Thought takes 
the form of inference instead of proof. Proof, as we have 
already seen, is accepting or rejecting a given proposition 
on the ground of its connection or lack of connection with 
some other proposition conceded or established. But in- 
ference does not terminate in any given proposition ; it is 
after precisely those not given. It wants more facts, differ- 
ent facts. Thinking in the mode of inference insists upon 
terminating in an intellectual advance, in a consciousness 
of truths hitherto escaping us. Our thinking must not now 
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“pass” certain propositions after challenging them, must 
not admit them because they exhibit certain credentials, 
showing a right to be received into the upper circle of in- 
tellectual society. Thinking endeavors to compel thingr 
as they present themselves, to yield up something hitherto 
obscure or concealed. This advance and extension of 
knowledge through thinking seems to be well designated 
by the term “inference.” It does not certify what is other- 
wise doubtful, but “goes from the known to the unknown,” 
It aims at pushing out the frontiers of knowledge, not at 
marking those already attained with signposts. Its tech- 
nique is not a scheme for assigning status to beliefs al- 
ready possessed, but is a method for making friends with 
facts and ideas hitherto alien. Inference reaches out, fills 
in gdps. Its work is measured not by the patents of stand- 
ing it issues, but by the material increments of knowledge 
it yields. Inventio is more important than judicium^ dis- 
covery than “proof,” 

With the development of empirical research, uncer- 
tainty or contingency is no longer regarded as infecting in 
a wholesale way an entire region, discrediting it save as it 
can be brought under the protecting aegis of universal 
truths as major premises. Uncertainty is now a matter of 
detail. It is the question whether the particular fact is 
really what it has been taken to be. It involves contrast, 
not of a fact as a fixed particular over against some fixed 
universal, but of the existing mode of apprehension with 
another possible better apprehension. 

The emphasis of modern science upon control flows 
from the same source. Interest is in the new, in extension, 
in discovery. Inference is the advance into the’ unknown 
the use of the established to win new worlds from the void. 
This requires and employs regulation — that is, method — 
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in procedure. There cannot be a blind attack. A plan of 
campaign is needed. Hence the so-called practical applica- 
tions of science, the Baconian ^‘knowledge is power,” the 
Comteian “science is prevision,” are not extralogical ad- 
denda or supererogatory benefits. They are intrinsic to 
the logical method itself, which is just the orderly way of 
approaching new experiences so as to grasp and hold them. 

The attitude of research is necessarily toward the fu- 
ture. The application of science to the practical affairs of 
life, as in the stationary engine, or telephone, does not 
differ in principle from the determination of wave-lengths 
of light through the experimental control of the labora- 
tory. Science lives only in arranging for new contacts, 
new insights. The school of Kant agrees with that of Mill 
in asserting that judgment must, in order to be judgment, 
be synthetic or instructive; it must extend, inform, and 
purvey. When we recognize that this service of judgment 
in effecting growth of experience is not accidental, but that 
judgment means exactly the devising and using of suitable 
instrumentalities for this end, we remark that the so-called 
practical uses of science are only the further and freer 
l)lay of the intrinsic movement of discovery itself. 

We began with the assumption that thought is to be in- 
terpreted as a doubt-inquiry function, conducted for the 
purpose of arriving at that mental equilibrium known as 
assurance or knowledge. We assumed that various stages 
of thinking could be marked out according to the amount 
of play which they give to doubt, and the consequent sin- 
cerity with which thinking is identified with free inquiry. 
Modem scientific procedure, as just set forth, seems to de- 
fine the ideal or limit of this process. It is inquiry emanci- 
pated, universalized, whose sole aim and criterion is dis- 
covery, and hence it marks the tenninus of our description. 
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II • The Pattern of Reflective Thinking**' 

Persons do not just think at large, nor do ideas arise out 
of nothing. Go through your own experience and you will 
not find a case where thinking started up out of nothing. 
Sometimes the train of thoughts will have taken you so 
far away from the starting point that you will have diffi- 
culty in getting back to that prior something out of which 
the thinking arose, but follow the thread far enough and 
you will find some situation that is directly experienced, 
something undergone, done, enjoyed, or suffered, and not 
just thought of. Reflection is occasioned by the character 
of this primary situation. It does not merely grow out of 
it, but it refers back to it. Its aim and outcome are de- 
cided by the situation out of which it arose. 

The function of reflection is to bring about a new situa- 
tion in which the difficulty is resolved, the confusion 
cleared away, the trouble smoothed out, the question it 
puts answered. Any particular process of thinking natU' 
rally comes to its close when the situation before the mind 
is settled, decided, orderly, clear, for then there is nothing 
to call out reflection until a new bothersome or doubtful 
situation arises. 

The Junction of reflective thought is, therefore, to trans- 
form a situation in which there is experienced obscurity, 
doubt, conflict, disturbance of some sort, into a situation 
that is clear, coherent, settled, harmonious. 

When a situation arises containing a difficulty or per^ 
plexity, the person who finds himself in it may take one of 
a number of courses. He may dodge it, dropping the ac- 
tivity that brought it about, turning to something eke. He 
may indulge in a flight of fancy, imagining himself power- 
ful or wealthy, or in some other way in possession of the 

* From How We Think (revised edition), pp. 99-116. 



*52 THINKING AND IfEANING 

means that would enable him to deal with the difficulty. 
Or, finally, he may face the situation. In this case, he be- 
gins to reffect. 

The moment he begins to reflect, he begins of necessity 
to observe in order to take stock of conditions. Some of 
these observations are made by direct use of the senses; 
others by recollecting observations previously made either 
by himself or by others. The person who had the engage- 
ment to keep, notes with his eyes his present location, re- 
calls the place where he should arrive at one o’clock, and 
brings back to mind the means of transportation with 
which he is acquainted and their respective locations. In 
this way he gets as clear and distinct a recognition as pos- 
sible of the nature of the situation with which he has to 
deal. Some of the conditions are obstacles and others are 
aids, resources. No matter whether these conditions come 
to him by direct perception or by memory, they form the 
facts of the case.” They are the things that are there, that 
have to be reckoned with. Like all facts, they are stubborn. 
They cannot be got out of the way by magic just because 
they are disagreeable. It is no use to wish they did not 
exist or were different. They must be taken for just what 
they are. Hence observation and recollection must be used 
to the full so as not to glide over or to mistake important 
features. Until the habit of thinking is well formed, facing 
the situation to discover the facts requires an effort. For 
the mind tends to dislike what is unpleasant and so to 
sheer off from an adequate notice of that which is espe- 
cially anno3dng. 

Along with noting the conditions that constitute the 
facts to be dealt with, suggestions arise of possible courses 
of action. These alternative suggestions compete with one 
another. By comparison he judges which alternative is 
best, which one is the more likely to give a satisfactcwy 
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solution. The comparison takes place indirectly. The mo- 
ment one thinks of a possible solution and holds it in sus- 
pense, he turns back to the facts. He has now a point of 
view that leads him to new observations and recollections 
and to a reconsideration of observations already made in 
order to test the worth of the suggested way out. Unless he 
uses the suggestion so as to guide to new observations in- 
stead of exercising suspended judgment, he accepts it as 
soon as it presents itself. Then he falls short of truly re- 
flective thought. The newly noted facts may (and in any 
complex situation surely will) cause new suggestions to 
spring up. These become clews to further investigation of 
conditions. The results of this survey test and correct the 
proposed inference or suggest a new one. This continuous 
interaction of the facts disclosed by observation and of the 
suggested proposals of solution and the suggested methods 
of dealing with conditions goes on till some suggested solu- 
tion meets all the conditions of the case and does not run 
counter to any discoverable feature of it. 

A technical term for the observed facts is data. The data 
form the material that has to be interpreted, accounted 
for, explained; or, in the case of deliberation as to what to 
do or how to do it, to be managed and utilized. The sug- 
gested solutions for the difficulties disclosed by observa- 
tion form ideas. Data (facts) and ideas (suggestions, pos- 
sible solutions) thus form the two indispensable and 
correlative factors of all reflective activity. The two fac- 
tors are carried on by means respectively of observation 
(in which for convenience is included memory of prior 
observations of similar cases) and inference. The latter 
runs beyond what is actually noted, beyond what is found, 
upon careful examination, to be actually present. It re- 
lates, therefore, to what is possible, rather than to what is 
actual. It proceeds by anticipation, supposition, conjee- 
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ture, imagination. All foresight, prediction, planning, as 
well as theorizing and speculation, are characterized by 
excursion from the actual into the possible. Hence what is 
inferred demands a double test: first, the process of form- 
ing the idea or supposed solution is checked by constant 
cross reference to the conditions observed to be actually 
present; secondly, the idea after it is formed is tested by 
acting upon it, overtly if possible, otherwise in imagina- 
tion. The consequences of this action confirm, modify, or 
refute the idea. 

We shall illustrate what has been said by a simple case. 
Suppose you are walking where there is no regular path. 
As long as everything goes smoothly, you do not have to 
think about your walking; your already formed habit 
takes care of it. Suddenly you find a ditch in your way. 
You think you will jump it (supposition, plan); but to 
make sure, you survey it with your eyes (observation), 
and you find that it is pretty wide and that the bank on 
the other side is slippery (facts, data). You then wonder 
if the ditch may not be narrower somewhere else (idea), 
and you look up and down the stream (observation) to 
see how matters stand (test of idea by observation). You 
do not find any good place and so are thrown back upon 
forming a new plan. As you are casting about, you dis- 
cover a log (fact again). You ask yourself whether you 
could not haul that to the ditch and get it across the 
ditch to use as a bridge (idea again) , You judge that idea 
is worth trying, and so you get the log and manage to put 
it in place and walk across (test and confirmation by overt 
action) . 

If the situation were more complicated, thinking would 
of course be more elaborate. You can imagine a case in 
which making a raft, constructing a pontoon bridge, or 
making a dugout would be the ideas that would finally 
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come to mind and have to be checked by reference to con- 
ditions of action (facts). Simple or complicated, relating 
to what to do in a practical predicament or what to infer 
in a scientific or philosophic problem, there will always be 
the two sides: the conditions to be accounted for, dealt 
with, and the ideas that are plans for dealing with them or 
are suppositions for interpreting and explaining the phe- 
nomena. 

The two limits of every unit of thinking are a perplexed, 
troubled, or confused situation at the beginning and a 
cleared-up, unified, resolved situation at the close. The 
first of these situations may be called />re-reflective. It 
sets the problem to be solved; out of it grows the ques- 
tion that reflection has to answer. In the final situation 
the doubt has been dispelled; the situation is post-re^tc- 
tive; there results a direct experience of mastery, satisfac- 
tion, enjoyment. Here, then, are the limits within which 
reflection falls. 

In between, as states of thinking, are (i) suggestions, 
in which the mind leaps forward to a possible solution; 
(2) an intellectualization of the difficulty or perplexity 
that has been jelt (directly experienced) into a problem 
to be solved, a question for which the answer must be 
sought; (3) the use of one suggestion after another as a 
leading idea, or hypothesis, to initiate and guide observa- 
tion and other operations in collection of factual material; 
(4) the mental elaboration of the idea or supposition as 
an idea or supposition {reasoning, in the sense in which 
reasoning is a part, not the whole, of inference) ; and (s) 
testing the hypothesis by overt or imaginative action. 

The five phases, terminals, or functions of thought that 
we have noted do not follow one another in a set order. 
On the contrary, each step in genuine thinking does some- 
thing to perfect the formation of a suggestion and promote 
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its change into a leading idea or directive hypothesis. It 
does something to promote the location and definition of 
the problem. Each improvement in the idea leads to new 
observations that yield new facts or data and help the 
mind ju^ge more accurately the relevancy of facts already 
at hand. The elaboration of the hypothesis does not wait 
until the problem has been defined and adequate hypothe- 
sis has been arrived at; it may come in at any intermedi- 
ate time. And as we have just seen, any particular overt 
test need not be final ; it may be introductory to new ob- 
servations and new suggestions, according to what hap- 
pens in consequence of it. 

There is, however, an important difference between test 
by overt action in practical deliberations and in scientific 
investigations. In the former the practical commitment in- 
volved in overt action is much more serious than in the 
latter. An Sstronomer or a chemist performs overt actions, 
but they are for the sake of knowledge; they serve to test 
and develop his conceptions and theories. In practical 
matters, the main result desired lies outside of knowledge. 
One of the great values of thinking, accordingly, is that it 
defers the commitment to action that is irretrievable, that, 
once made, cannot be revoked. Even in moral and other 
practical matters, therefore, a thoughtful person treats his 
overt deeds as experimental so far as possible; that is to 
say, while he cannot call them back and must stand their 
consequences, he gives alert attention to what they teach 
him about his conduct as well as to the non-intellectual 
consequences. He makes a problem out of consequences of 
conduct, looking into the causes from which they probably 
resulted, especially the causes that lie in his own habits 
and desires. . 

In complicated cases some of the five phases are so ex- 
tensive that they include definite subphases within them- 
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selves. In this case it is arbitrary whether the minor func- 
tions are regarded as parts or are listed as distinct phases. 
There is nothing especially sacred about the number five. 

In conclusion, we point out that the five phases of re- 
flection that have been described represent only in outline 
the indispensable traits of reflective thinking. In practice^ 
two of them may telescope, some of them may be passed 
over hurriedly, and the burden of reaching a conclusion 
may fall mainly on a single phase, which will then require 
a seemingly disproportionate development. No set rules 
can be laid down on such matters. The way they are man- 
aged depends upon the intellectual tact and sensitiveness 
of the individual. When things have come out wrong, it is, 
however, a wise practice to review the methods by which 
the unwise decision was reached, and see where the mis- 
step was made. 

Ill • The Development of Meanings* 

The idea put forth about the connection of meaning 
with language is not to be confused with traditional nomi- 
nalism. It does not imply that meaning and essence are 
adventitious and arbitrary. The defect of nominalism lies 
in its virtual denial of interaction and association. It re- 
garded the word not as a mode of social action with which 
to realize the ends of association, but as an expression of 
a ready-made, exclusively individual, mental stale; sensa- 
tion, image or feeling, which, being an existence, is neces- 
sarily particular. For the sound, gesture, or written mark 
which is involved in language is a particular existence. 
But as such it is not a word, and it docs not become a 
word by declaring a mental existence; it becomes a word 
by gaining meaning; and it gains meaning w^ben its use es- 
tablishes a genuine community of action. Interaction, op- 

♦ From ExperUnce and Nature, pp. 182-196; 817-326. 
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erative relationship, is as much a fact about events as are 
particularity and immediacy. Language and its conse- 
quences are characters taken on by natural interaction and 
natural conjunction in specified conditions of organization. 
Nominalism ignores organization, and thus makes non- 
sense of meanings. 

Language is specifically a mode of interaction of at 
least two beings, a speaker and a hearer; it presupposes 
an organized group to which these creatures belong, and 
from whom they have acquired their habits of speech. It 
is therefore a relationship, not a particularity. This con- 
sideration alone condemns traditional nominalism. The 
meaning of signs moreover always includes something 
common as between persons and an object. When we at- 
tribute meaning to the speaker as his Intent, we take for 
granted another person who is to share in the execution of 
the intent, and also something, independent of the persons 
concerned, through which the intent is to be realized. 
Persons and things must alike serve as means in a com- 
mon, shared consequence. This community of partaking is 
meaning. 

The discussion has explicitly gone on the basis that 
what is perceived are meanings, rather than just events 
or existences. In this respect, the view presented agrees 
with classic teaching, according to which perception, ap- 
prehension, lays hold of form, not of matter. I believe this 
view properly understood is inherently sound; the error 
in the classic theory lies in its accompanying assumption 
that all perceptions are intrinsically cognitive. 

When it is denied that we are conscious of events as 
such it is not meant that we are not aware of objects. 
Objects are precisely what we are aware of. For objects 
are events with meanings; tables, the milky way, chairs, 
stars, cats, dogs, electrons, ghosts, centaurs, historic epochs 
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and all the infinitely multifarious subject-matter of dis- 
course designatable by common nouns, verbs and their 
qualifiers. So intimate is the connection of meanings with 
consciousness that there is no great difficulty in resolving 
‘^consciousness/’ as a recent original and ingenious thinker 
has done, into knots, intersections or complexes of univer^ 
sals. 

Serious difficulty sets in however when events are re- 
solved into such combinations. The matter is referred to 
here not to be argued; but to indicate that a “realist” has 
gone even further than the theory now presented goes in 
identifying the subject-matter of which there is awareness 
with meanings, or at least with universals which, as simple 
subject-matter, colors, sounds, etc., and as complex sub- 
ject-matter, plants, animals, atoms, etc., are precisely the 
same as meanings. To cause existences in their particular- 
ity to disappear into combinations of universals is at least 
an extreme measure. And the present thesis sticks to the 
common-sense belief that universals, relations, meanings, 
are of and about existences, not their exhaustive ingre- 
dients. 

Common sense has no great occasion to distinguish be- 
tween bare events and objects; objects being events- with- 
meanings. Events are present and operative anyway; 
what concerns us is their meanings expressed in expecta- 
tions, beliefs, inferences, regarding their potentialities. 
The nearest approach that occurs in ordinary life to mak- 
ing the distinction is when there occurs some brute, dumb 
shock, which we are constrained to interpret, to assign 
meaning to, that is, to convert into an object. Such situa- 
tions supply direct empirical evidence of the difference be- 
tween events and objects; but common-sense does not 
need to formulate the difference as a distinction. Events 
have effects or consequences anyway; and since ijieanmg 
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is awareness of these consequences before they actually 
occur, reflective inquiry which converts an event into an 
object is the same thing as finding out a meaning which 
the event already possesses by imputation. It is the es- 
sence of common sense, one might say, to treat potentiali- 
ties as given actualities; since its interest is universally 
practical, bent upon fruitage, there is no need to note its 
bent in any particular case. The eventual outcome is for 
it the “reality’^ of the present situation. 

But not so with philosophic discourse. Philosophy must 
explicitly note that the business of reflection is to take 
events which brutely occur and brutely aflect us, to con- 
vert them into objects by means of inference as to their 
probable consequences. These are the meanings imputed to 
the events under consideration. Otherwise philosophy finds 
itself in a hopeless impasse. For, apart from making a dis- 
tinction between events and objects, it has no way of dif- 
ferentiating cognitive from esthetic and literary meanings, 
and within cognitive meanings it has no way of distin- 
guishing the valid from the invalid. The outcome of failure 
in this respect is exemplified in those discussions which 
find an inherent and generic cognitive problem in the oc- 
currence of dreams, reveries and hallucinations, a problem 
other than the scientific one of ascertaining their anteced- 
ents and effects. For if intrinsic cognitive intent is ascribed 
to all perceptions, or forms of awareness, which are alleged 
to pick out a “reality” to which they refer as an image or 
sign, dreams, etc., have to be squared to this assumption. 
Draw the distinction between events and objects, and 
dream-objects are just what they are, events with one kind 
of meaning, while scientific-objects are just what they are, 
events with another kind of meaning, a kind that involves 
an extrinsic and additive function not contained in dream- 
objects. 
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The same existential events are capable of an infinite 
number of meanings. Thus an existence identified as ^^pa- 
per/’ because the meaning uppermost at the moment is 
“something to be written upon,” has as many other ex- 
plicit meanings as it has important consequences recog- 
nized in the various connective interactions into which it 
enters. Since possibilities of conjunction are endless, and 
since the consequences of any of them may at some time 
be significant, its potential meanings are endless. It signi- 
fies something to start a fire with; something like snow; 
made of wood-pulp; manufactured for profit; property in 
the legal sense; a definite combination illustrative of cer- 
tain principles of chemical science; an article the inven- 
tion of which has made a tremendous difference in human 
history, and so on indefinitely. There is no conceivable 
universe of discourse in which the thing may not figure, 
having in each its own characteristic meaning. And if we 
say that after all it is “paper” which has all these differ- 
ent meanings, w’e are at bottom but asserting that all the 
different meanings have a common existential reference, 
converging to the same vent. We are virtually asserting 
that the existence whose usual, standardized meaning in 
discourse is paper, also has a multitude of other meanings;, 
we are saying in effect that its existence is not exhausted 
in its being paper, although paper is its ordinary meaning 
for human intercourse. 

Essence is but a pronounced instance of meaning; to be 
partial, and to assign, a meaning to a thing as the mean- 
ing is but to evince human subjection to bias. Since con- 
sequences differ also in their consequence and hence im- 
portance, practical good sense may attach to this one* 
sided partiality, for the meaning seized upon as essence 
may designate extensive and recurrent consequences. Thus 
is explained the seeming paradox of the distinction and 
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connection of essence and existence. Essence is never ex- 
istence, and yet it is the essence, the distilled import, of 
existence; the significant thing about it, its intellectual 
voucher, the means of inference and extensive transfer, 
and object of esthetic intuition. In it, feeling and under- 
standing are one; the meaning of a thing is the sense it 
makes. 

Since the consequences which are liked have an em- 
phatic quality, it is not surprising that many conse- 
quences, even though recognized to be inevitable, are re- 
garded as if they were accidental and alien. Thus the 
very essence of a thing is identified with those consumma- 
tory consequences which the thing has when conditions 
are felicitous. Thus the essence, one, immutable and con- 
stitutive, which makes the thing what it is, emerges from 
the various meanings which vary with varying conditions 
and transitory intents. When essence is then thought to 
contain existence as the perfect includes the imperfect, it 
is because a legitimate, practical measure of reality in 
terms of importance is illegitimately altered into a theoret- 
ical measure. 

Every meaning is generic or universal. It is something 
common between speaker, hearer and the thing to which 
speech refers. It is universal also as a means of generaliza- 
tion. For a meaning is a method of action, a way of using 
things as means to a shared consummation, and method is 
general, though the things to which it is applied are par- 
ticular. The meaning, for example, of portability is some- 
thing in which two persons and an object share. But port- 
ability after it is once apprehended becomes a way of 
treating other things; it is extended widely. Whenever 
there is a chance, it is applied; application ceases only 
when a thing refuses to be treated in this way. And even 
then refusal may be only a challenge to develop the mean- 
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ing of portability until the thing can be transported. 
Meanings are rules for using and interpreting things; in- 
terpretation being always an imputation of potentiality 
for some consequence. 

It would be difficult to imagine any doctrine more ab- 
surd than the theory that general ideas or meanings arise 
by the comparison of a number of particulars, eventuating 
in the recognition of something common to them all. Such 
a comparison may be employed to check a suggested wid- 
ened application of a rule. But generalization is carried 
spontaneously as far as it will plausibly go; usually much 
further than it will actually go. A newly acquired meaning 
is forced upon everything that does not obviously resist 
its application, as a child uses a new word whenever he 
gets a chance or as he plays with a new toy. Meanings are 
self-moving to new cases. In the end, conditions force a 
chastening of this spontaneous tendency. The scope and 
limits of application are ascertained experimentally in the 
process of application. The history of science, to say noth- 
ing of popular beliefs, is sufficient indication of the diffi- 
culty found in submitting this irrational generalizing tend- 
ency to the discipline of experience. To call it a priori is 
to express a fact; but to impute the a priori character of 
the generalizing force of meanings to reason is to invert 
the facts. Rationality is acquired when the tendency be- 
comes circumspect, based upon observation and tested by 
deliberate experiment. 

Meaning is objective as well as universal. Originating 
as a concerted or combined method of using or enjoying 
things, it indicates a possible interaction, not a thing in 
separate singleness. A meaning may not of course have the 
particular objectivity which is imputed to it, as whistling 
does not actually portend wind, nor the ceremonial 
sprinkling of water indicate rain. But such magical impu- 
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tations of external reference testify to the objectivity of 
meaning as such. Meanings are naturally the meaning of 
something or other; difficulty lies in discriminating the 
right thing. It requires the discipline of ordered and delib- 
erate experimentation to teach us that some meanings de- 
lightful or horrendous as they are, are meanings commu- 
nally developed in the process of communal festivity and 
control, and do not represent the polities, and ways and 
means of nature apart from social arts. Scientific meanings 
were superadded to esthetic and affectional meanings 
when objects instead of being defined in terms of their 
consequences in social interactions and discussion were de- 
fined in terms of their consequences with respect to one 
another. This discrimination permitted esthetic and affec- 
tive objects to be freed from magical imputations, which 
were due to attributing to them in rerum natura the con- 
sequences they had in the transmitted culture of the 
group. 

Meanings are objective because they are modes of nat- 
ural interaction; such an interaction — although primarily 
between organic beings — as includes things and energies 
external to living creatures. The regulative force of legal 
meanings affords a convenient illustration. A traffic police- 
man holds up his hand or blows a whistle. His act operates 
as a sijgnal to direct movements. But it is more than an 
episodic stimulus. It embodies a rule of social action. Its 
proximate meaning is its near-by consequences in coordi- 
nation of movements of persons and vehicles; its ulterior 
and permanent meaning — essence — is its consequence in 
the way of security of social movements. Failure to ob- 
serve the signal subjects a person to arrest, fine or impris- 
onment. The essence embodied in the {X)liceman’s whistle 
is not an occult reality superimposed upon a sensuous or 
physical flux and imparting form to it; a mysterious sub- 
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sistence somehow housed within a psychical event. Its es- 
sence is the rule, comprehensive and persisting, the stand- 
ardized habit,, of social interaction, and for the sake of 
which the whistle is used. The pattern, archetype, that 
forms the essence of the whistle as a particular noise, is an 
orderly arrangement of the movements of persons and ve- 
hicles established by social agreement as its consequence. 
This meaning is independent of the psychical landscape, 
the sensations and imagery, of the policeman and others 
concerned. But it is not on that account a timeless spiritual 
ghost nor pale logical subsistence divorced from events. 

The case is the same with the essence of any non-human 
event, like gravity, or virtue, or vertebrate. Some conse- 
quences of the interaction of things concern us; the conse- 
quences are not merdy physical; they enter finally into 
human action and destiny. Fire burns and the burning is 
of moment. It enters experience; it is fascinating to watch 
swirling flames; it is important to avoid its dangers and to 
utilize its beneficial potencies. When we name an event, 
■calling it fire, we speak proleptically; we do not name an ' 
immediate event; that is impossible. We employ a term of 
discourse; we invoke a meaning, namely, the potential con- 
sequences of the existence. The ultimate meaning of the 
noise made by the traffic officer is the total consequent 
system of social behavior, in which individuals arc sub- 
jected, by means of noise, to social coordination; its proxi- 
mate meaning is a coordination of the movements of per- 
sons and vehicles in the neighborhood and directly af- 
fected. Similarly the ultimate meaning, or essence, denomi- 
nated fire, is the consequences of certain natural events 
within the scheme of human activities, in the experience of 
social intercourse, the hearth and domestic altar, shared 
comfort, working of metals, rapid transit, and other such 
affairs. ‘^Scientifically/’ we ignore these ulterior meanings^ 
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And quite properly; for when a sequential order of 
changes is determined, the final meaning in immediate en- 
jo3rments and appreciations is capable of control. 

The capacity of essences to enter readily into any num- 
ber of new combinations, and thereby generate further 
meanings more profound and far reaching than those from 
which they sprang, gives them a semblance of independent 
life and career, a semblance which is responsible for their 
elevation by some thinkers into a realm separate from that 
of existence and superior to it. Consider the interpreta- 
tions that have been based upon such essences as four, 
plus, the square root of minus one. These are at once so 
manipulable and so fertile in consequences when conjoined 
with others that thinkers who are primarily interested in 
their performances treat them not as significant terms of 
discourse, but as an order of entities independent of hu- 
man invention and use. The fact that we can watch them 
and register what happens when they come together, and 
that the things that happen are as independent of our 
volition and expectation as are the discoveries of a geo- 
graphic exploration, is taken as evidence that they consti- 
tute entities having subsistent Being independently not 
only of us but of all natural events whatever. 

Alternatives are too narrowly conceived. Because mean- 
ings and essences are not states of mind, because they are 
as independent of immediate sensation and imagery as 
are physical things, and because nevertheless they are not 
physical things, it is assumed that they are a peculiar 
kind of thing, termed metaphysical, or ‘^logical” in a style 
which separates logic from nature. But there are many 
other things which are neither physical nor psychical ex- 
istences, and which are demonstrably dependent upon hu- 
man association and interaction. Such things function 
moreover in liberating and regulating subsequent human 
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intercourse; their essence is their contribution to making 
that intercourse more significant and more immediately 
rewarding. Take the sort of thing exemplified in the regu- 
lation of traffic. The sound of a whistle is a particular ex- 
istential event numerically separate, with its own peculiar 
spatial temporal position. This may not be said of the rule 
or method of social cooperative interaction which it mani- 
fests and makes effective. A continuous way of organized 
action is not a particular, and hence is not a physical 01 
psychical existence. Yet the consequences of using the 
method of adjusting movements, so that they do not inter- 
fere with one another, have both a physical and a mental 
phase. Physically, there is modification of the changes in 
space which would otherwise occur. Mentally, there are en- 
joyments and annoyances which would not otherwise hap- 
pen. But no one of these incidents nor all of them put to- 
gether form the essence or ulterior meaning of the sound 
of the whistle; they are qualifications of a more secure 
concert of human activity which, as a consequence of a 
legal order incarnate in the whistling, forms its signifi- 
cance. 

IV • Systems of Meanings and Symbols* 

Does the doctrine of the operational and experimentally 
empirical nature of conceptions break down when applied 
to “pure’^ mathematical objects? The key to the answer 
is to be found in a distinction between operations overtly 
performed (or imagined to be performed) and operations 
symbolically executed. When we act overtly, consequences 
ensue; if we do not like them, they are nevertheless there 
in existence. We are entangled in the outcome of what 
we do; we have to stand its consequences. We shall put a 
question that is so elementary that it may seem silly. How 

* From The Quest jor Certainty, pp. lSO-166. 
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can we have an end in view without having an end, an 
existential result, in fact? With the answer to this ques- 
tion is bound up the whole problem of intentional regula- 
tion of what occurs. For unless we can have ends-in-view 
without experiencing them in concrete fact, no regulation 
of action is possible. The question might be put thus: 
How can we act without acting, without doing something? 

If, by a contradiction in terms, it had been possible lor 
men to think of this question before they had found how to 
answer it, it would have been given up as insoluble. How 
can man make an anticipatory projection of the outcome 
of an activity in such a way as to direct the performance 
of an act which shall secure or avert that outcome? The 
solution must have been hit upon accidentally as a by- 
product, and then employed intentionally. It is natural to 
suppose that it came as a product of social life by way of 
communication; say, of cries that having once directed 
activities usefully without intent were afterwards used 
expressly for that purpose. But whatever the origin, a so- 
lution was found when symbols came into existence. By 
means of symbols, whether gestures, words or more elabo- 
rate constructions, we act without acting. That is, we per- 
form experiments by means of symbols which have results 
which are themselves only symbolized, and which do not 
therefore commit us to actual or existential consequences. 
If a man starts a fire or insults a rival, effects follow; the 
die is cast. But if he rehearses the act in symbols in priv- 
acy, he can anticipate ^d appreciate its results. Then he 
can act or not act overtly on the basis of what is antici- 
pated and is not there in fact. The invention or discovery 
of symbols is doubtless by far the single greatest event 
in the history of man. Without them, no intellectual ad- 
vance is possible; with them, there is no limit set to in- 
tellectual development except inherent stupidity. 
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For long ages, symbols were doubtless used to relate 
activity only ad hoc; they were employed incidentally and 
for some fairly immediate end. Moreover, the symbols 
used at first were not examined nor settled upon with re- 
spect to the office they performed. They were picked up 
in a casual manner from what was conveniently at hand. 
They carried all sorts of irrelevant associations that ham- 
pered their efficacy in their own special work. They were 
neither^ whittled down to accomplish a single function nor 
were they of a character to direct acts to meet a variety 
of situations — they were neither definite nor comprehen- 
sive. Definition and generalization are incompetent with- 
out invention of proper s)rmbols. The loose and restricted 
character of popular thinking has its origin in these facts; 
its progress is encumbered by the vague and vacillating 
nature of ordinary words. Thus the second great step for- 
ward was made when special S3nnbols were devised that 
were emancipated from the load of irrelevancy carried by 
words developed for social rather than for intellectual 
purposes, their meaning being helped out by their im- 
mediate local context. This liberation from accidental Ac- 
cretions changed clumsy and ambiguous instruments of 
thought into sharp and precise took. Even more impor- 
tant was the fact that instead of being adapted to local 
and directly present situations, they were framed in de- 
tachment from direct overt use and with respect to one an- 
other. One has only to look at mathematical symbols to 
note that the operations they designate are others of the 
same kind as themselves, that is, symbolic not actual. The 
invention of technical symbols marked the possibility of 
an advance of thinking from the common-sense level to 
the scientific. 

The formation of geometry by the Greeks is probablj 
that which historically best illustrates the transition. Be- 
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fore this episode, counting and measuring had been em- 
ployed for “practical” ends, that is, for uses directly in- 
volved in near-by situations. They were restricted to par- 
ticular purposes. Yet having been invented and having 
found expression in definite symbols, they formed, as far 
as they went, a subject-matter capable of independent 
examination. New operations could be performed upon 
them. They could, and in no disrespectful sense, be played 
with; they could be treated from the standpoint of a fine 
art rather than from that of an immediately useful eco- 
nomic craft. The Greeks with their dominant esthetic in^ 
terest were the ones who took this step. Of the creation of 
geometry by the Greeks it has been said that it was stimu- 
lated “by the art of designing, guided by an esthetic ap- 
plication of symmetrical figures. The study of such fig- 
ures, and the experimental construction of tile figures, 
decorative borders, conventional sculptures, moldings and 
the like had made the early Greeks acguainted not only 
with a great variety of regular geometrical forms, but 
with techniques by which they could be constructed, com- 
pounded and divided exactly, in various ways. Unlike 
their predecessors, the Greeks made an intellectual diver- 
sion of all they undertook.” Having discovered by trial 
and error a large number of interrelated properties of fig- 
ures, they proceeded to correlate these with one another 
and with new ones. They effected this work “in ways which 
gradually eliminated from their thought about them all 
guesswork, all accidental experiences such as errors of ac- 
tual drawing and measurement, and all ideas except those 
which were absolutely essential. Their science thus be- 
came a science of ideas exclusively.” * 

The importance of the intellectual transition from con- 

♦ Barry, The Scientific Habit of Thought, New York, 1927, pp. 
212-213. 
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they are dealing with an independent realm having no con- 
nection with tools or utilities. This fallacy is especially 
easy to fall into on the part of intellectual specialists. It 
played its part in the generation of a priori rationalism. 
It is the origin of that idolatrous attitude toward univer- 
sals so often recurring in the history of thought. Those 
who handle ideas through symbols as if they were things 
— for ideas are objects of thought — and trace their mu- 
tual relations in all kinds of intricate and ipiexpected re- 
lationships, are ready victims to thinking of these objects 
as if they had no sort of reference to things, to existence. 

In fact, the distinction is one between operations to be 
actually j)erformed and possible operations as such, as 
merely possible. Shift of reflection to development of pos- 
sible operations in their logical relations to one another 
opens up opportunities for operations that would never 
be directly suggested. But its origin and eventual meaning 
lie in acts that deal with concrete situations. As to origin 
in overt operations there can be no doubt. Operations of 
keeping tally and scoring are found in both work and 
games. No complex development of the latter is possible 
without such acts and their appropriate symbols. These 
acts are the originals of number and of all developments 
of number. There afe many arts in which the operations 
of enumeration characteristic of keeping tally are explic- 
itly used for measuring. Carpentry and masonry for ex- 
ample cannot go far without some device, however rude> 
for estimating size and bulk. If we generalize what hap- 
pens in such instances, we see that the indispensable need 
is that of adjusting things as means, as resources, to other 
things as ends. 

The origin of counting and measuring is in economy 
and efficiency of such adjustments. Their results are ex- 
pressed by physical means, at first notches, scratches, ty- 
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ing knots; later by figures and diagrams. It is easy to 
find at least three types of situations in which adjust- 
ments of means to ends are practical necessities. There is 
the case of allotment or distribution of materials; of ac- 
cumulation of stores against anticipated days of need; of 
exchange of things in which there is a surplus for things 
in which there is a deficit. The fundamental mathematical 
conceptiens of equivalence, serial order, sum and unitary 
parts, of correspondence and substitution, are all implicit 
in the operations that deal with such situations, although • 
they become explicit and generalized only when operations 
are conducted symbolically in reference to one another. 

The failure of empiricism to account for mathematical 
ideas is due to its failure to connect them with acts per- 
formed. In accord with its sensationalistic character, tra- 
ditional empiricism sought their origin in sensory impres- 
sions, or at most m supposed abstraction from properties 
antecedently characterizing physical things. Experimental 
empiricism has none of the difficulties of Hume and Mill 
in explaining the origin of mathematical truths. It recog- 
nizes that experience, the actual experience of men, is one 
of doing acts, performing operations, cutting, marking off, 
dividing up, extending, piecing together, joining, assem- 
bling and mixing, hoarding and dealing out; in general, 
selecting and adjusting things as means for reaching con- 
sequences. Only the peculiar hypnotic effect exercised by 
exclusive preoccupation with knowledge could have led 
thinkers to identify experience with reception of sensa- 
tions, when five minutes* observation of a child would 
have disclosed that'^sensations count only as stimuli and 
registers of motor activity expended in doing things. 

All that was required for the development of mathe- 
matics as a science and for the growth of a logic of ideas 
that is, of implications of operations with respect one U’ 
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another, was that some men should appear upon the scene 
who were interested in the operations on their own ac- 
count, as operations, and not as means to specified par- 
ticular uses. When symbols were devised for operations 
cut off from concrete application, as happened under the 
influence of the esthetic interest of the Greeks, the rest 
followed naturally. Physical means, the straight edge, the 
compass and the marker remained, and so did physical 
diagrams. But the latter were only “figures,^’ images in the 
Platonic sense. Intellectual force was carried by the oper- 
ations they symbolized, ruler and compass were only 
means for linking up with one another a series of opera- 
tions represented by symbols. Diagrams, etc., were par- 
ticular and variable, but the operations were uniform and 
general in their intellectual force — that is, in their relation 
to other operations. 

When once the way was opened to thinking in terms of 
possible operations irrespective of actual performance, 
there was no limit to development save human ingenuity. 
In general, it proceeded along two lines. On the one 
hand, for the execution of tasks of physical inquiry, spe- 
cial intellectual instrumentalities were needed, and this 
need led to the invention of new operations and symbolic 
systems. The Cartesian analytics and the calculuses of 
Leibniz and Newton are cases in point. Such developments 
have created a definite body of subject-matter that, his- 
torically, is as empirical as is the historic sequence of, say, 
spinning-machines. Such a body of material arouses need 
for examination on its own account. It is subjected to 
careful inspection with reference to"' the relations found 
within its own content. Indications of superfluous opera- 
tions are eliminated; ambiguities are detected and ana- 
lyzed ; massed operations are broken up into definite con- 
stituents; gaps and unexplained jumps are made good by 
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insertion of connecting operations. In short, certain can- 
ons of rigorous interrelation of operations are developed 
and the old material is correspondingly revised and ex- 
tended. 

Nor is the work merely one of analytic revision. The 
detection, for example, of the logical looseness of .the Eu- 
clidean postulate regarding parallels suggested operations 
previously unthought of, and opened up new fields — those 
of the hyper-geometries. Moreover, the possibility of com- 
bining various existing branches of geometry as special 
cases of more comprehensive operations (illustrated by 
the same instance) led to creation of mathematics of a 
higher order of generality. 

I am not interested in tracing the history of mathemat- 
ics. What is wanted is to indicate that once the idea of 
possible operations, indicated by symbols and performed 
only by means of symbols, is discovered, the road is 
opened to operations of ever-increasing definiteness and 
comprehensiveness. Any group of symbolic operations sug- 
gests further operations that may be performed. Techni- 
cal symbols are framed with precisely this end in view. 
They have three traits that distinguish them from casual 
terms and ideas. They are selected with a view to desig- 
nating unambiguously one mode of interaction and one 
only. They are linked up with symbols of other operations 
forming a system such that transition is possible with the 
utmost economy of energy from one to another. And the 
aim is that these transitions may occur as far as possible 
in any direction. ( i ) “Water” for example suggests an in- 
definite number of acts; seeing, tasting, drinking, wash- 
ing, without specification of one in preference to another. 
It also marks off water from other colorless liquids only 
in a vague way. ( 2 ) At the same time, it is restricted ; it 
does not connect the liquid with solid and gaseous forms, 
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and still less does it indicate operations which link the 
production of water to other things into which its constit- 
uents, oxygen and hydrogen, enter. It is isolated instead of 
being a transitive concept. (3) The chemical conception, 
symbolized by H2O, not only meets these two require- 
ments which “water” fails to meet, but oxygen and hy- 
drogen are in turn connected with the whole system of 
chemical elements and specified combinations among 
them in a systematic way. Starting from the elements and 
the relation defined in H2O, one can, so to speak, travel 
through all the whole scope and range of complex and 
varied phenomena. Thus the scientific conception carries 
thought and action away from qualities which are finali- 
ties as they are found in direct perception and use, to the 
mode of production of these qualities, and it performs this 
task in a way which links this mode of generation to a 
multitude of other “efficient” causal conditions in the most 
economical and effective manner. 

Mathematical conceptions, by means of symbols of 
operations that are irrespective of actual performance, 
carry abstraction much further; one has only to contrast 
“2” as attached physically to H, to “2” as pure number. 
The latter designates an operative relation applica^/e to 
anything whatsoever, though not actually applied to any 
specified object. And, of course, it stands in defined re- 
lations to all other numbers, and by a system of corre- 
spondences with continuous quantities as well. That num- 
bers disregard all qualitative distinctions is a familiar fact. 
This disregard is the consequence of construction of sym- 
bols dealing with possible operations in abstraction from 
the actuality of performance. If time and knowledge per- 
mitted, it could be shown that the difficulties and para- 
doxes which have been found to attend the logic of num- 
ber disappear when instead of their being treated as either 
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essences or as properties of things in existence, they are 
viewed as designations of potential operations. Mathe- 
matical space is not a kind of space distinct from so-called 
physical and empirical space, but is a name given to oper- 
ations ideally or formally possible with respect to things 
having spacious qualities: it is not a mode of Being, but 
a way of thinking things so that connections among them 
are liberated from fixity in experience and implication 
from one to another is made possible. 

The distinction between physical and mathematical 
conception may be brought out by noting an ambiguity 
in the term “possible*’ operations. Its primary meaning 
is actually, existentially, possible. Any idea as such desig- 
nates an operation that may be performed, not something 
in actual existence. The idea of the sweetness of, say, 
sugar, is an indication of the consequences of a possible 
operation of tasting as distinct from a directly experienced 
quality. Mathematical ideas are designations of possible 
operations in another and secondary sense, previously ex- 
pressed in speaking of the possibility of symbolic opera- 
tions with respect to one another. This sense of possibility 
is cowpossibility of operations, not possibility of perform- 
ance with respect to existence. Its test is non-incompati- 
bility. The statement of this test as consistency hardly 
carries the full meaning. For consistency is readily inter- 
preted to signify the conformity of one meaning with 
others already had, and is in so far restrictive. “Non-in- 
conipatibility” indicates that all developments are wel- 
come as long as they do not conflict with one another, or 
as long as restatement of an operation prevents actual 
conflict. It is a canon of liberation rather than of restric- 
ti(Mi. It may be compared with natural selection, which b 
a principle of elimination but not one controlling positive 
development. 
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Mathematics and formal logic thus mark highly spe- 
cialized branches of intellectual industry, whose working 
principles are very similar to those of works of fine art. 
The trait that strikingly characterizes them is combina- 
tion of freedom with rigor — freedom with respect to de- 
velopment of new operations and ideas; rigor with re- 
spect to formal compossibilities. The combination of these 
qualities, characteristic also of works of great art, gives 
the subject great fascination for some minds. But the be- 
lief that these qualifications remove mathematical objects 
from all connection with existence expresses a religious 
mood rather than a scientific discovery. 

The significant difference is that of two types of possi- 
bility of operation, material and symbolic. This distinc- 
tion when frozen into the dogma of two orders of Being, 
existence and essence, gives rise to the notion that there 
are two types of logic and two criteria of truth, the formal 
and the material, of which the formal is higher and more 
fundamental. In truth, the formal development is a spe- 
cialized offshoot of material thinking. It is derived ulti- 
mately from acts performed, and constitutes an extension 
of such acts, made possible by symbols, on the basis of 
congruity with one another. Consequently formal logic 
represents an analysis of exclusively symbolic operations; 
it is, in a pregnant and not external sense, symbolic logic. 
This interpretation of mathematical and (formal) logical 
ideas is not a disparagement of them except from a mys- 
tical point of view. Symbols, as has already been noted, 
afford the only way of escape from submergence in ex- 
istence. The liberation afforded by the free symbolism of 
mathematics is often a means of ulterior return to ex- 
istential operations that have a scope and penetrating 
power not otherwise attainable. The history of science is 
full of illustrations of cases in which mathematical ideas 



SYSTEMS OF MEANINGS AND SYMBOLS *79 


for which no physical application was known suggested 
in time new existential relations. 

The theory which has been advanced of the nature of 
essences (universals, invariants) may be tested by com- 
paring the conditions which symbolic operations fulfill 
with the attributes traditionally imputed to the former. 
These attributes are ideality, universality, immutability, 
formality, and the subsistence of relations of implication 
that make deduction possible. There is a one-to-one cor- 
respondence between these characters and those of objects 
of thought which are defined in terms of operations that 
are compossible with respect to one another. 

The correspondence will be approached by pointing out 
the traits of a machine which marks its structure in view 
of the function it fulfills. It is obvious that this structure 
can be understood not by sense but only by thought of 
the relations which the parts of the machine sustain to 
one another, in connection with the work the machine 
as a whole performs (the consequences it effects). Sen- 
sibly, one is merely overwhelmed in the presence of a ma- 
chine by noises and forms. Clarity and order of perceived 
objects are introduced when forms are judged in relation 
to operations, and these in turn in relation to work done. 
Movements may be seen in isolation, and products, goods 
turned out, may be perceived in isolation. The machine 
is known only when these are thought in connection with 
one another. In this thought, motions and parts are judged 
as means; they are referred intellectually to something 
else ; to think of anything as means is to apprehend an ob- 
ject in relation. Correlatively, the physical effect is judged 
as consequence — something related. The relation, of 
means-consequence may thus justifiably be termed ideal 
in the sense of ideational. 

Operations as such, that is, as connective interactions. 
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are uniform, Ph3rsically and sensibly, a machine changes 
through friction, exposure to weather, etc., while prod- 
ucts vary in quality. Processes are local and temporal, par- 
ticular. But the relation of means and consequence which 
defines an operation remains one and the same in spite 
of these variations. It is a universal. A machine turns out 
a succession of steel spheres, like ball-bearings. These 
closely resemble one another, because they are products 
of like process. But there is no absolute exactitude among 
them. Each process is individual and not exactly identical 
with others. But the function for which the machine is 
designed does not alter with these changes; an opera- 
tion, being a relation, is not a process. An operation deter- 
mines any number of processes and products all differ- 
ing from one another; but being a telephone or a cutting 
tool is a self-identical universal, irrespective of the mul- 
tiplicity of special objects which manifest the function. 

The relation is thus invariant. It is eternal, not in the 
sense of enduring throughout all time, or being everlast- 
ing like an Aristotelian sp>ecies or a Newtonian substance, 
but in the sense that an operation as a relation which is 
grasped in thought is independent of the instances in 
which it is overtly exemplified, although its meaning is 
found only in the possibility of these actualizations. 

The relation, between things as means and things as 
consequences*, which defines a machine is ideal in another 
sense. It is the standard by which the value of existential 
processes are estimated. The deterioration or improve- 
ment in use of a concrete machine and the worth of an 
invention are judged by reference to efficiency in accom- 
plishment of a function. The more adequately the func- 
tional relation can be apprehended in the abstract, the 
better can the engineer detect defects in an existent ma- 
chine and proper improvements in it. Thus the thought 
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of it operates as a model; it has an archet3rpal character 
with respect to particular machines. 

Thought of an object as an ideal therefore determines a 
characteristic internal structure or form. This formal 
structure is only approximated by existing things. One 
may conceive of a steam engine which has a one hundred 
per cent efficiency, although no such ideal is even re- 
motely approached in actuality. Or, one may like Helm- 
holtz conceive an ideal optical apparatus in which the de- 
fects of the existing human eye arc not found. The ideal 
relationship of means to ends exists as a formal possibility 
determined by the nature of the case even though it be 
not thought of, much less realized in fact. It subsists as a 
possibility, and as a possibility it is in its formal structure 
necessary. That is to say, the conditions which have to 
be met and fulfilled in the idea of a machine having an 
efficiency of one hundred per cent are set by the necessities 
of the case; they do not alter with defects in our appre- 
hension of them. Hence essences may be regarded as hav- 
ing Being independent of and logically prior to our 
thought of them. There is, however, in this fact nothing 
of the mystery or transcendental character which is often 
associated with it. It signifies that if one is to attain a spec- 
ified result one must conform to the conditions which 
are means of securing thi^ result; if one is to get the re- 
sult with the maximum of efficiency, there are conditions 
having a necessary relationship to that intent. 

This necessity of a structure marked by formal rela- 
tionships which fulfill the conditions of serving as means 
for an end, accounts for the relations of implication which 
make deduction possible. One goes into a factory and 
finds that the operation of reaching an end, say, making 
in quantity shoes of a uniform standard, is subdivided 
into a number of processes, each of which is adapted to 
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the one which precedes, and, until the final one, to that 
which follows. One does not make a miracle or mystery of 
the fact that while each machine and each process is physi- 
cally separate, nevertheless all are adapted to one an- 
other. For he knows that they have been designed, through 
a “rationalization” of the undertaking, to effect this end. 

The act of knowing is also highly complex. Experience 
shows that it also may be best effected by analysis into a 
number of distinct processes, which bear a serial relation 
to one another. Terms and propositions which symbolize 
the possible operations that are to control these processes 
are designed so that they will lead one to another with the 
maximum of definiteness, flexibility and fertility. In other 
words, they are constructed with reference to the function 
of implication. Deduction or dialectic is the operation of 
developing these implications, which may be novel and un- 
expected just as a tool often gives unexpected results when 
working under new conditions. One is entitled to marvel 
at the constructive power with which symbols have been 
devised having far-reaching and fruitful implications. But 
the wonder is misdirected when it is made the ground for 
hypostatizing the objects of thought into a realm of trans- 
cendent Being. 

This phase of the discussion is not complete till it has 
been explicitly noted that all general conceptions (ideas, 
theories, thought) are hypothetical. Ability to frame hy- 
potheses is the means by which man is liberated from 
submergence in the existences that surround him and that 
play upon him physically and sensibly. It is the positive 
phase of abstraction. But hypotheses are conditional; they 
have to be tested by the consequences of the operations 
they define and direct. The discovery of the value of hy- 
pothetical ideas when employed to suggest and direct con- 
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Crete processes, and the vast extension of this operation 
in the modern history of science, mark a great emancipa- 
tion and correspondent increase of intellectual control. 
But their final value is not determined by their internal 
elaboration and consistency, but by the consequences they 
effect in existence as that is perceptibly experienced. Sci- 
entific conceptions are not a revelation of prior and inde- 
pendent reality. They are a system of h5q)otheses, worked 
out under conditions of definite test, by means of which 
our intellectual and practical traffic with nature is ren- 
dered freer, more secure and more significant. 

Our discussion has been one-sided in that it has dealt 
with the matter of conceptions mainly in reference to the 
“rationalistic” tradition of interpretation. The reasons for 
this emphasis are too patent- to need exposition. But be- 
fore leaving the topic, it should be noted that traditional 
empiricism has also misread the significance of concep- 
tions or general ideas. It has steadily opposed the doc- 
trine of their a priori character; it has connected them 
with experience of the actual world. But even more obvi- 
ously than the rationalism it has opposed, empiricism has 
connected the origin, content and measure of validity of 
general ideas with antecedent existence. According to it, 
concepts are formed by comparing particular objects, al- 
ready perceived, with one another, and then eliminating 
the elements in which they disagree and retaining that 
which they have in common. Concepts are thus simply 
memoranda of identical features in objects already per- 
ceived; they are conveniences, bunching together a vari- 
ety of things scattered about in concrete experience. But 
they have to be proved by agreement with the material of 
particular antecedent experiences; their value and func- 
tion are essentially retrospective. Such ideas are dead, in- 
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capable of performing a regulative office in new situations. 
They are “empirical” in the sense in which the term is op- 
posed to scientific — that is, they are mere summaries of 
results obtained under more or less accidental circum- 
stances. 



CHAPTER SEVENTEEN 


PRINCIPLES OF LOGIC* 

I • The Genesis of Logical Formsf 

INQUIRY, in spite of the diverse subjects to which it 
applies, and the consequent diversity of its special tech- 
niques, has a common structure or pattern. This common 
structure is applied both in common sense and science, 
although because of the nature of the problems with which 
they are respectively concerned, the emphasis upon the 
factors involved varies widely in the two modes. 

Logical forms accrue to subject-matter when the latter 
is subjected to controlled inquiry. The fact that new 
formal properties accrue to subject-matter in virtue of its 
subjection to certain types of operation is familiar to us in 
certain fields, even though the idea corresponding to this 
fact is unfamiliar in logic. Two outstanding instances are 
provided by art and law. In music, the dance, painting, 
sculpture, literature, and the other fine arts, subject-mat- 
ters of every-day experience are transjormed by the de- 
velopment of forms which render certain products of do- 
ing and making objects of fine art. The materials of legal 
regulations are transactions occurring in the ordinary ac- 
tivities of human beings and groups of human beings; 

♦ All selections in this Chapter are from Logic: The Theory of 
Inquiry f shortly to be published by Henry Holt and Company. The 
selections were taken from the manuscript, hence only references to 
chapters are here given. 

tFrom Logic: The Theory of Inquiry, Ch. VI— “The Common 
-Pattern of Inquiry.’* 
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transactions of a sort that are engaged in quite apart from 
law. As certain aspects and phases of these transactions 
are legally formalized, conceptions such as misdemeanor, 
crime, torts, contracts and so on arise. These formal con- 
ceptions arise out of the ordinary transactions; they are 
not imposed upon them from on high or from any external 
and a priori source. But when they are formed, they are 
also formative; they regulate the proper conduct of the 
activities out of which they develop. 

All of these formal logical conceptions are operational 
in liature. They formulate and define ways of operation on 
the part of those engaged in transactions into which a num- 
ber of persons or groups enter as “parties” and they de- 
fined the ways of operation of those who have jurisdiction 
in deciding whether established forms have been complied 
with together with the existential consequences of failure 
of compliance. The forms in question are not fixed-and- 
eternal. They change, though as a rule too slowly, with 
changes in the habitual transactions in which individuals 
and groups engage, and the changes that occur in the con- 
sequences of these transactions. However hypothetical 
may be the conception that logical forms accrue to exis- 
tential materials in virtue of the control exercised over in- 
quiries in order that they may fulfill their end, the concep- 
tion is descriptive of something that verifiably exists. The 
development of forms in consequence of operations is an 
established fact in some fields; it is not invented ad hoc in 
relation to logical forms. 

The existence of inquiries is not a matter of doubt. 
They enter into every area of life and into every aspect 
of every area. In every day living, men examine; they 
turn things over intellectually; they infer and judge as 
“naturally” as they reap and sow, produce and exchange 
commodities. As a mode of conduct, inquiry is as acces- 
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sible to objective study as are these other inodes of behav- 
ior. Because of the intimate and decisive way in which in- 
quiry and its conclusions enter into the management of all 
affairs of life, no study of the latter is adequate save as it 
is noted how they are affected by the methods and instru- 
ments of inquiry that currently obtain. 

Quite apart then from the particular hypothesis about 
logical forms that is here put forth, study of the objective 
facts of inquiry is a matter of tremendous import, prac- 
tically and intellectually. These materials provide the 
theory of logical forms with a subject-matter that is not 
only objective, but is objective in a fashion that enables 
logic to avoid the three mistakes most characteristic of its 
history. 

( I ) In virtue of its concern with objectively observable 
subject-matter by reference to which reflective conclusions 
can be tried and tested, dependence upon subjective and 
^‘mentalistic’’ states and processes is eliminated. (2)The 
distinctive existence and nature of forms is acknowledged. 
Logic is not compelled, as historic *^empiricar' logic felt 
compelled to do, to reduce logical forms to mere trans- 
cripts of the empirical materials that antecede the exist- 
ence of the former. Just as art-forms and legal forms are 
capable of independent discussion and development, so are 
logical forms, even though the “independence” in question 
is intermediate, not final and complete. As in the case of 
the other forms, they originate out of experiential mate- 
rial, and when constituted introduce new ways of operating 
with prior materials, which ways modify the material out 
of which they develop. (3) Logical theory is liberated 
from the unobservable, transcendental, and “intuitional.” 

When methods and results of inquiry are studied as 
objective data, the distinction that has often been drawn 
between noting and reporting the ways in which men do 
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think, and prescribing the ways in which they ought to 
think, takes on a very different interpretation from that 
usually given. The usual interpretation is in terms of the 
difference between the psychological and the logical, the 
latter consisting of ‘‘norms’’ prc|vided from some source 
wholly outside of and independent of “experience.” The j 
way in which men do “think” denotes, as it is here inter- 
preted, simply the ways in which men at a given time 
carry on their inquiries. So far as it is used to register a 
distinction from the ways in which they ought to think, it 
denotes a difference like that between good and bad farm- 
ing or good and bad medical practice. Men think in ways 
they should not when they follow methods of inquiry that 
experience of past inquiries shows are not competent to 
reach the intended end of the inquiries in question. 

Everybody knows that today there are in vogue meth- 
ods of farming generally followed in the past, which com- 
pare very unfavorably in their results with those obtained 
by practices that have already been introduced and tested. 
When an expert tells a farmer he should do thus and so, 
he is not setting up for a bad farmer an ideal drawn from 
the blue. He is instructing him in methods that have been 
tried and that have proved successful in procuring results. 
In a similar way we are able to contrast various kinds of 
inquiry that are in use or that have been used in respect 
to their economy and efficiency in reaching warranted 
conclusions. We know that some methods of inquiry are 
better than others in just the same way in which we know 
that some methods of surgery, farming, road-making, nav- 
igating or what-not are better than others. It does not fol- 
low in any of these cases that the “better” methods are 
ideally perfect, or that they are regulative or “normative” 
because of conformity to some absolute forms. They are 
the methods which experience up to the present time 
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shows to be the best methods available for achieving cer- 
tain results, while abstraction of these methods does sup- 
ply a (relative) norm or standard for further undertak- 
ings. 

Observed facts of the case and the ideational contents 
expressed in ideas are related to each other as, respec- 
tively, a clarification of the problem involved and the 
proposal of some possible solution; they are, accordingly, 
functional divisions in the work of inquiry. Observed facts 
in their office of locating and describing the problem are 
existential; ideational subject-matter is non-existential. 
How then do they cooperate with each other in the resolu- 
tion of an existential situation? The problem is insoluble 
save as it is recognized that both observed facts and en- 
tertained ideas are operational. Ideas are operational in 
that they instigate and direct further operations of obser- 
vation; they are proposals and plans for acting upon exist- 
ing conditions to bring new facts to light and to organize 
all the selected facts into a coherent whole. 

What is meant by calling facts operational? Upon the 
negative side what is meant is that they are not self-suffi- 
cient and complete in themselves. They are selected and 
described for a purpose, namely statement of the prob- 
lem involved in such a way that its material both indi- 
cates a meaning relevant to resolution of the difficulty and 
serves to test its worth and validity. In regulated inquiry 
facts are selected and arranged with the express intent of 
fulfilling this office. They are not merely results of opera- 
tions of observation which are executed with the aid of 
bodily organs and auxiliary instruments of art, but they 
are the particular facts and kinds of facts that will link up 
with one another in the definite ways that are required to 
produce a definite end. Those not found to connect with 
others in furtherance of this end are dropped and others 
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are sought for. Being functional, they are necessarily op- 
erational. Their function is to serve as evidence and their 
evidential quality is judged on the basis of their capacity 
to form an ordered whole in response to operations pre- 
scribed by the ideas they occasion and support. If “the 
facts of the case” were final and complete in themselves, 
if they did not have a special operative force in resolution 
of the problematic situation, they could not serve as evi- 
dence. 

The operative force of facts is apparent when we con- 
sider that no fact in isolation has evidential potency. Facts 
are evidential and are tests of an idea in so far as they are 
capable of being organized with one another. The organi- 
zation can be achieved only as they interact with one an- 
other. When the problematic situation is such as to re- 
quire extensive inquiries to effect its resolution, a series 
of interactions intervenes. Some observed facts point to an 
idea that stands for a possible solution. This idea evokes 
more observations. Some of the newly observed facts link 
up with those previously observed and are such as to rule 
out other observed things with respect to their evidential 
function. The new order of facts suggests a modified idea 
(or hypothesis) which occasions new observations which 
result again determines a new order of facts, and so on 
until the existing order is both unified and complete. In 
the course of this serial process, the ideas that represent 
possible solutions are tested or “proved”. 

Meantime, the orders of fact, which present themselves 
in consequence o’f the experimental observations the ideas 
call out and direct, are trial facts. They are provisional. 
They are “facts” if they are observed by sound organs 
and techniques. But they are not on that account the 
facts of the case. They are tested or “proved” with re- 
spect to their evidential function just as much as ideas 
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(hypotheses) are tested with reference to their power to 
exercise the function of resolution. The operative force of 
both ideas and facts is thus practically recognized in the 
degree in which they are connected with experiment. 
Naming them “operational” is but a theoretical recogni- 
tion of what is involved whenever inquiry satisfies the 
conditions imposed by the necessity for experimentation. 

It is obvious, on the face of matters, that a possible 
mode of solution must be carried in symbolic form since 
it is a possibility, not an assured present existence. It 
might seem, therefore, that symbols are not required for 
referring to them. But if they are not carried and treated 
by means of symbols, they lose their provisional charac- 
ter, and in losing this character they are categorically as- 
serted and inquiry comes to an end. The carr5dng on of 
inquiry requires that the facts be taken as representative 
and not just as /^re-sented. This demand is met by formu- 
lating them in propositions — that is, by means of symbols. 
Unless they are so represented they relapse into the total 
qualitative situation. 

II • Explanation of Situation^ 

What is the denotative force of the word situation? Its 
import may perhaps be most readily indicated by means 
of a preliminary negative statement. WTiat is designated 
by the word “situation” is not a single object or event or 
set of objects and events. For we never experience nor 
form judgments about objects and events in isolation, but 
only in connection with a contextual whole. This latter is 
what is called a “situation.” I have mentioned the extent 
in which modern philosophy had been concerned with the 
problem of existence as perceptually and conceptually de- 

♦ From Logic: The Theory of Inquiry, Ch. IV— “Common Sense 
and Scientific Inquiry.” 



892 PRINCIPLES OF LOGIC 

termined. The confusions and fallacies that attend the dis- 
cussion of this problem have a direct and close connection 
with the difference between an object and a situation. Psy- 
chology has paid much attention to the question of the 
process of perception, and has for its purpose described 
the perceived object in terms of the results of the analysis j 
of the process. 

I pass over the fact that, no matter how legitimate the 
virtual identification of process and product may be, for 
the special purpose of psychological theory, the identifi- 
cation is thoroughly dubious as a generalized ground of 
philosophical discussion and theory. I do so in order to 
call attention to the fact that by the very nature of the 
case the psychological treatment takes a singular object or 
event for the subject-matter of its analysis. In actual ex- 
perience, there is never any such isolated singular object 
or event; an object or event is always a special part, 
phase or aspect of an environing experienced world — a 
situation. The singular object stands out conspicuously 
because of its especially focal and crucial position at a 
given time in determination of some problem of use or en- 
joyment which the total complex environment presents. 
There is always a field in which observation of this or 
that object or event occurs. Observation of the latter is 
made for the sake of finding out what that field is with 
reference to some active adaptive response to be made in 
carrying forward a course of behavior. One has only to 
recur to animal perception, occurring by means of sense 
organs, to note that isolation of what is perceived from 
the course of life-behavior would be not only futile, but 
obstructive, in many cases fatally so. 

A* further conclusion follows: When the act and object 
of perception are isolated from their place and function in 
promoting and directing a successful course of activities 
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in behalf of use-enjoyment, they are taken to be exclu- 
sively cognitive. The perceived object, orange, rock, piece 
of gold or whatever, is taken to be an object of knowledge 
per se. In the sense of being discriminatingly noticed, it 
is an object of knowledge, but not of knowledge as ulti- 
mate and self-sufficient. It is noted or *^known’^ only so 
far as guidance is thereby given to direction of behavior 
— ^so that the situation in which it is found can be appro- 
priately enjoyed or some of its conditions be so used that 
enjoyment will result or suffering be obviated. It is only 
when an object of focal observation is regarded as an ob- 
ject of knowledge in isolation that there arises the notion 
that there are two kinds of knowledge, and two kinds of 
objects of knowledge, so opposed to each other that philos- 
ophy must either choose which is “real” or find some way 
of reconciling their respective “realities.” When it is seen 
that in common-sense inquiry there is no attempt made to 
know the object or event as such but only to determine 
what it signifies with respect to the way in which the en- 
tire situation should be dealt with, the opposition and con- 
flict do not arise. The object or event in question is per- 
ceived as part of the environing world, not in and by it- 
self; it is rightly (validly) perceived if and when it acts 
as clew and guide in use-enjoyment. We live and act in 
connection with the existing environment, not in connec- 
tion with isolated objects, even though a singular thing 
may be crucially significant in deciding how to respond to 
a total environment. 

Recurring to the main topic, it is to be remarked that a 
situation is a whole in virtue of its immediately pervasive 
quality. When we describe it from the psychological side, 
we have to say that the situation as a qualitative w^hole 
is sensed or felt. Such an expression, is, however, valu- 
able only as it is taken negatively to indicate that it is 
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not, as such, an object in discourse. Stating that it is jelt 
is wholly misleading if it gives the impression that the 
situation is a feeling or an emotion or anything mentalis- 
tic. On the contrary, feeling, sensation and emotion have 
themselves to be identified and described in terms of the 
immediate presence of a total qualitative situation. 

The pervasive qualitative is not only that which binds 
all constituents into a whole but it is also unique; it con- 
stitutes each situation an individual situation, indivisible 
and unduplicable. Distinctions and relations are instituted 
within a situation; they are recurrent and repeatable in 
different situations. Discourse that is not controlled in ref- 
erence to a situation is not discourse, but a meaningless 
jumble, just as a mass of pied type is not a font, much less 
a sentence. A universe of experience is the precondition of 
a universe of discourse. Without its controlling presence, 
there is no way to determine the relevancy, weight or co- 
herence of any designated distinction or relation. The uni- 
verse of experience surrounds and regulates the universe 
of discourse but never appears as such within the latter. 
It may be objected that what was previously said contra- 
dicts this statement. For we have been discoursing about 
universes of experience and situations, so that the latter 
have been brought within the domain of symbols. The ob- 
jection, when examined, serves to elicit an important con- 
sideration. It is a commonplace that a universe of dis- 
course cannot be a term or element within itself. One uni- 
verse of discourse may, however, be a term of discourse 
within another universe. The same principle applies in the 
case of universes of experience. 

The reader, whether he agrees or not with what has been 
said, even whether he understands it or not, has, as he 
reads the above passages, a uniquely qualified experienced 
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situation, and his reflective understanding of what is said 
is controlled by the nature of that immediate situation. 
One cannot decline to have a situation, for that is equiva- 
lent to having no experience, not even one of disagreement. 
The most that can be refused or declined is the having of 
that specific situation in which there is reflective recogni- 
tion (discourse) of the presence of former situations of 
the kind stated. This very declination is, nevertheless, 
identical with initiation of another encompassing qualita- 
tive experience as a unique whole. 

In other words, it would be a contradiction if I at- 
tempted to demonstrate by means of discourse, the exist- 
ence of universes of experience. It is not a contradiction, 
by means of discourse, to invite the reader to have for 
himself that kind of an immediately experienced situation 
in which the presence of a situation as a universe of dis- 
course is seen to be the encompassing and regulating con- 
dition of all discourse. 

There is another difficulty in grasping the meaning of 
what has been said. It concerns the use of the word “qual- 
ity.^' The word is usually associated with something spe- 
cific, like redf hard, sweet; that is, with distinctions made 
within a total experience. The contrasting meaning in- 
tended, may be suggested, although not adequately exem- 
plified, by considering such qualities as are designated by 
the terms distressing, perplexing, cheerful, disconsolate. 
For these words do not designate specific qualities in the 
way in which hard, say, designates a particular quality of 
a rock. For such qualities permeate and color all the ob- 
jects and events that are involved in an experience. The 
phrase ‘‘tertiary qualities” happily introduced by Santa- 
yana, does not refer to a third quality like in kind to the 
“primary” and “secondary” qualities of Locke and merely 
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happening to differ in content. For a tertiary quality qual- 
ifies M the constituents to which it applies in thoroughgo- 
ing* fashion. 

Probably the meaning quality, in the sense in which 
quality is said to pervade all elements and relations that 
are or can be instituted in discourse and thereby to con- 
stitute them an individual whole, can be most readily ap- 
prehended by referring to the esthetic use of the word. A 
painting is said to have quality, or a particular painting 
to have a Titian or Rembrandt quality. The word thus 
used most certainly does not refer to any particular line, 
color or part of the painting. It is something that affects 
and modifies all the constituents of the picture and all of 
their relations. It is not anything that can be expressed in 
words for it is something that must be had. Discourse 
may, however, point out the qualities, lines and relations 
by means of which pervasive and unifying quality is 
achieved. But so far as this is separated from having the 
immediate total experience, a reflective object takes the 
place of an esthetic one. Esthetic experience, in its em- 
phatic sense, is mentioned as a way of calling attention 
to situations and universes of experience. The intended 
force of the illustration would be lost if esthetic experience 
as such were supposed to exhaust the scope and signifi- 
cance of a “situation.” As has been said, a qualitative 
and qualifying situation is present as the background and 
the control of every experience. It was for a similar rea- 
son that it was earlier stated that reference to tertiary 
qualities was not adequately exemplary. For such qualities 
as are designated by “distressing,” “cheerful,” etc. are 
general, while the quality of distress and cheer that marks 
an existent situation is not general but is unique and in- 
expressible in words. 

I give one further illustration from a different angle of 
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approach. It is more or less a commonplace that it is pos- 
sible to carry on observations that amass facts tirelessly 
and yet the observed “facts’^ lead nowhere. On the other 
hand, it is possible to have the work of observation so con- 
trolled by a conceptual framework fixed in advance that 
the very things which are genuinely decisive in the prob- 
lem in hand and its solution are completely overlooked. 
Everything is forced into the predetermined conceptual 
and theoretical scheme. The way, and the only way, to 
escape these two evils, is sensitivity to the quality of the 
situation as a whole. In ordinary language, a problem must 
be felt before it can be stated. If the unique quality of the 
situation is had immediately, then there is something 
which regulates the selection and the weighing of observed 
facts and their conceptual ordering. 

Ill • Judgment and Proposition* 

Judgment may be identified as the settled outcome of 
inquiry. It is concerned with the concluding objects that 
emerge from inquiry in their status of being conclusive. 
Judgment in this sense is distinguished from propositions. 
The content of the latter is intermediate and representa- 
tive, and is carried by symbols; while judgment as fi- 
nally made has direct existential import. The terms affir- 
mation and assertion are employed in current speech in- 
terchangeably. But there is a difference which should 
have linguistic recognition, between the logical status of 
intermediate subject-matters that are taken for use, in con- 
nection with what they may lead to as means, and subject- 
matter which has been prepared to be final. I shall use 
assertion to designate the latter logical status and affirma^ 
tion to name the former. Even from the standpoint of or- 

* From Lo%ic: The Theory of Inqwry, Ch. VII— “The Construe* 
tion of Judgment.” 
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dinary speech, '^assertion” has a quality of insistence that 
is lacking in the connotation of the word “affirmation”. 
We can usually substitute the phrase “it is heUT^ or “it is 
said” for **it is affirmed”. However, the important matter 
is not the words, but the logical properties characteristic 
of different subject-matters. 

A literal instance of judgment in the sense defined is 
provided by the judgments of a court of law in settling 
some issue which, up to that point, has been in contro- 
versy. 

( 1 ) The occurrence of a trial-at-law is equivalent to the 
occurrence of a problematic situation which requires set- 
tlement. There is uncertainty and dispute about what shall 
be done because there is conflict about the significance of 
what has taken place, even if there is agreement about 
what has taken place as a matter of fact, which of course 
is not always the case. The judicial settlement's a settle- 
ment of an issue because it decides existential conditions 
in their bearing upon further activities: the essence of the 
significance of any state of facts. 

(2) This settlement or judgment is the outcome of in- 
quiry conducted in the court-hearings. On the one hand, 
propositions are advanced about the state of facts in- 
volved. Witnesses testify to what they have heard and 
seen; written records are offered, etc. This subject-matter 
is capable of direct observation and has existential refer- 
ence. As each party to the discussion produces its eviden- 
tial material, the latter is intended to point to a deter- 
minate decision as a resolution of the as yet undetermined 
situation. The decision takes effect in a definite existential 
reconstruction. On the other hand, there are propositions 
about conceptual subject-matter; rules of law are adduced 
to determine the admissibility (relevancy) and the weight 
of facts offered as evidence. The significance of factual ma- 
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terial is fixed by the rules of the existing juridical system; 
it is not carried by the facts independent of the conceptual 
structure which interprets them. And yet, the quality of 
the problematic situation determines which rules of the 
total system are selected. They are different in civil and 
criminal cases; in cases of trespass and of breach of con- 
tract. Conceptions have been organized in the past under 
definite rubrics which summarize the kinds of interpreting 
principles which past experience has shown to be appli- 
cable in the variety of special cases that normally arise. 
The theoretical ideal sought to guide judicial deliberation 
is a network of relations and procedures which express the 
closest possible correspondence between facts and the 
legal meanings which give them their significance: that is, 
settle the consequences which, in the existing social sys- 
tem, flow from them. 

(3) The final judgment arrived at is a settlement. The 
case is disposed of; the disposition takes effect in existen- 
tial consequences. The sentence or proposition is not an 
end in itself but a decisive directive of future activities. 
The consequences of these activities bring about an exis- 
tential determination of the prior situation which was in- 
determinate as to its issue. A man is set free, sent to 
prison, pays a fine, or has to execute an agreement or pay 
damages to an injured party. It is this resulting state of 
actual affairs — this changed situation — that is the matter 
of the final settlement or judgment. The sentence itself is 
a proposition, differing, however, from the propositions 
formed during the trial, whether they concern matters of 
fact or legal conceptions, in that it takes overt effect in 
operations which construct a new qualitative situation. 
While prior propositions are means of instituting the sen- 
tence, the sentence is terminal as a means of instituting a 
definite existential situation. 
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Judgment figures, however, in determination of the in- 
termediate propositions. When it is ruled that certain evi- 
dence is admissible and that certain rules of law (concep- 
tual material) are applicable rather than others, some- 
thing is settled. It is through a series of such intervening 
settlements that the final settlement is constructed. Judg- 
ment as final settlement is dependent upon a series of par- 
tial settlements. The judgments by which propositions are 
determined are recognized and marked off linguistically by 
such words as estimates, appraisals, evaluations. In reso- 
lution of problems that are of a looser quality than legal 
cases we call them opinions to distinguish them from war- 
ranted judgment or assertion. But if the opinion held is 
grounded it i^ itself the product of inquiry and in so jar is a 
judgment.* Estimates and appraisals are provisional ; they 
are means, not ends. Even a judgment of appraisal by 
judges on the bench may be reversed in a higher court 
while in freer conduct of scientific inquiry such judg- 
ments are expressly made subject to modification. The 
consequences they produce in the conduct of further in- 
quiry are the criteria of their value. The judgments which 
intervene are ad-judgments. 

Final judgment is individual. This statement is ellipti- 
cal. It means that the subject-matter (object, situation) of 
final judgment is explained; it is a qualitative existential 
whole, which is unique, ‘individual” as here used has 
nothing to do with simplicity of constituents. On the con- 
trary, every situation, when it is analyzed, is extensive 
containing within itself diverse distinctions and relations 
which, in spite of their diversity, form a unified qualita- 
tive whole. What is designated by the word individual has, 

’■‘Opinion in common speech often means a belief entertained 
without examination, being generated by custom, tradition, or 
desire. 
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accordingly, to be distinguished from that which is desig- 
nated by the word singular. Singulars are named by de- 
monstratives, such as this, that, here, now, or in some 
cases by proper nouns. The difference between a singular 
and an individual is the same as that previously pointed 
out between an object (or set of objects in their severalty) 
and a situation. Singular objects exist and singular events 
occur within a field or situation. This or that star, man, 
rode or whatever is always a discrimination or selection 
made for a purpose, or for the sake of some objective con- 
sequence within an inclusive field. The singular has no im- 
port save as term of differentiation and a contrast. If its 
object is taken to be complete in itself, loss of differential 
force destroys all power of reference on the part of the 
demonstrative act. The very existence of differentiation, on 
the other hand, shows that the singular exists within an 
extensive field. 

It follows that determination of a singular is also instru- 
mental in the determination of a situation which is itself 
not complete and self-sufficient. It is a means of identify- 
ing a situation in reference to the problem set to inquiry. 
It represents, at a given stage of inquiry, what is crucial, 
critical, diffcrentiatingly significant. An artisan in carrying 
on his work at any given time takes note of certain aspects 
and phases of the situation in which his activities are in- 
volved. He notes just that object or occurrence which is 
decisive in the stage of development arrived at in the 
whole situation which is determinative of what is to be 
ne.\t. The objects which are this and that, to which his 
inquiry and activity are immediately directed, are, there- 
fore, constantly changing. As one phase of the problem of- 
fered by his work is resolved, another phase, presented by 
a new object or occurrence, takes its place. Were not the 
sequence determined by an inclusive situation, whose qual- 
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italive nature pervades and holds together each successive 
step, activity would be a meaningless hop-skip- jump affair. 
Objects observed and dealt with would be a shifting pan- 
orama of sudden disconnected appearances and disappear- 
ances. Exactly the same account may be given of the suc- 
cession of observations which deal with singular objects 
and occurrences in scientific inquiry. The singular is that 
upon which inquiry into an individual situation pivots un- 
der the special conditions which at a given time fix the 
problem with respect to the conditions to be dealt with 
forthwith. 

The discriminative or differential aspect of the demon- 
strative act and its singular object is suggested in ordinary 
speech by the expression ‘^pointing out,^^ It is impossible 
merely to point at something. For anything or everything 
in the line of vision or gesture may be equally pointed at. 
The act of pointing is wholly indeterminate as to its ob- 
ject. It is not selective within a situation, because it is not 
controlled by the problem which the situation sets and the 
necessity for determining the conditions which then and 
there point to the way in which it shall be resolved. 

IV • Interpretation of the Syllogism* 

(i) The Subject of Judgment. What was said concern- 
ing the pattern of inquiryf enables us to identify the 
structure of judgment as conjugate distinction and rela- 
tion of subject-predicate. Observed facts of the case in 
their dual function of bringing the problem to light and of 
providing evidential material with respect to its solution 
constitute what has traditionally been called the subject. 
The conceptual contents which anticipate a possible solu- 
tion and which direct observational operations constitute 

♦ From Logic: The Theory of Inquiry, Ch. VII — “The Construc- 
tion of Judgment.” 

tSee also supra, Ch. XIV, Section II.— Ed. 
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what has traditionally been called the predicate. Their 
functional and operative correspondence with each other 
constitutes the copula. 

Suppose that in a given case, this is characterized 
“Washington Monument”. The act of pointing does not 
determine any one “this” rather than another since every- 
thing in the line of pointing is pointed at. In the second 
place, even when we suppose that the act of pointing hap- 
pens to land, so to speak, upon one singular rather than 
another, it is only a group of sensible qualities that is in- 
dicated. There is nothing in these qualities, apart from 
control exercised upon their interpretation by an inclusive 
situation, to justify characterizing them as the Washing- 
ton Monument — or as a memorial of any kind. The most 
that could be said is that the qualities observed in conse- 
quence of the demonstrative act are just the qualities they 
are. The nub of any existential identification or charac- 
terization of a thing as such-and-such lies in the ground it 
offers for giving the object a description in terms of what 
is not then and there observed. Apart from an inclusive 
situation which determines in correspondence with each 
other the material that constitutes the observed singular 
this and the kind' of characterizing predicate applicable to 
it, predication is totally arbitrary or ungrounded. There 
must be some one question to which both the subject 
“this” and the predicate (say, Washington Monument) 
are relevant. That question grows out of and is controlled 
by some total situation. Otherwise propositions made are 
pointless. 

Any proposition in which “this” appears is, then, insti- 
tuted by a judgment of appraisal in which “this” is deter- 
mined in order to provide evidential grounds for the quali- 
fication attached to it by the predicate. This fact is incon- 
sistent with “this” being a mere this. There is, however, no 
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incompatibility between the fact that it is just what it is 
existentially and the estimate that it is the needed eviden- 
tial ground of a definite characterization. Stating the mat- 
ter positively, the operations that institute a “this” as sub- 
ject are always selective-restrictive of something from out 
of a larger field. What is selected and what is rejected 
flow from an estimate of their probable evidential signifi- 
cance. 

The subject is existential, either a singular this, or a set 
of singulars. But there are conditions of inquiry which 
must be satisfied by anything taken to be a subject. It 
must delimit and describe the problem in such a way as 
to indicate a possible solution. It must be such that new 
data, instituted by observational operations directed by 
the provisional predicate (representing a possible solution) 
will unite with its subject-matter to form a coherent 
whole. The latter constitutes a substantial object in the 
logical sense of that term, or is on its way to becoming 
such an object. For it is imion of connected distinctions 
held together that it may be acted upon, or with, as a 
whole; or it is capable of incorporating into itself other 
predicated qualifications until it becomes, as such, a unity 
of inter-connected distinctions, or “properties.” 

Take, for an example, such an elementary proposition as 
“this is sweet”. This, as has been shown, marks a selec- 
tive-restriction, made for a definite purpose, within an in- 
clusive qualitative problematic situation. The purpose is 
the final consequence of a resolved situation. The pur- 
pose is the final consequence of a resolved situation in at- 
tainment of which “/Aw” has a special function to per- 
form. If the predicate “w sweet'^ is an anticipation of the 
resolved situation, it means “this” will sweeten something 
if that operation is performed which is required to gener- 
ate a definite perceptible consequence. Or, it may record 
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the achieved result of the execution of the operation: 
“This has sweetened something.” When the operation is 
completed, this is definitely qualified as sweet. This fact 
is manifest not in a proposition (although a proposition 
may report it for purposes of record or communication of 
information) nor in symbols, but in a directly experi- 
enced existence. Henceforth, “this” is a sweet somewhat. 
The quality sweet does not stand alone but is definitely 
connected with other observed qualities. As thus charac- 
terized, it enters into further situations in which it incor- 
porates into itself additional qualifications. It is a sweet, 
white, granular, more or less gritty thing or substance, 
say, sugar. 

“Substance” represents a logical, not an ontological de- 
termination. Sugar, for example, is a substance because 
through a number of partial judgments completed in oper- 
ations which have existential consequences, a variety of 
qualifications so cohere as to form an object that may be 
used and enjoyed as a unified whole. Its substantial char- 
acter is quite independent of its physical duration, to say 
nothing of its immutability. The object, sugar, may disap- 
pear in solution. It is then further qualified; it is a soluble 
object. In a chemical interaction its constitution may be 
so changed that it is no longer sugar. Capacity for under- 
going thi^ change is henceforth an additional qualification 
or property of anything that is sugar. The condition — and 
the sole condition that has to be satisfied in order that 
there may be substantiality — ^is that certain qualifications 
hang together as dependable signs that certain conse- 
quences will follow when certain interactions take place. 
This is what is meant when it is said that substantiality is 
a logical, not a primary ontological determination. 

It is a form that accrues to original existence when the 
latter operates in a specified functional way as a conse- 
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quence of operations of inquiry. It is not postulated that 
certain qualities always cohere in existence. It is postu- 
lated that they cohere as dependable evidential signs. The 
conjoining properties that mark off and identify a chair^ a 
piece of granite, a meteor, are not sets of qualities given 
existentially as such and such. They are certain qualities 
which constitute in their ordered conjunction with one an- 
other valid signs of what will ensue when certain opera- 
tions are performed. An object, in other words, is a set of 
qualities regarded as potentialities for specified existential 
consequences. Powder is what will explode under certain 
conditions; water as a substantial object is that group of 
connected qualities which will quench thirst, and so on. 
The greater the number of interactions, of operations, and 
of consequences, the more complex is the constitution of a 
given substantial object. 

( 2 ) The Predicate of Judgment. The logical meaning of 
predicate has been anticipated in the discussion of the 
logical subject, because of the strict correlativity of respec- 
tive existential and ideational contents. The meanings 
which are suggested as possible solutions of a problem, 
which are then used to direct further operations of experi- 
mental observation, form the predicational content of 
judgments. The latter is related to the factual content, 
that is, the subject, as the possible to the actual. For ex- 
ample, in the illustration considered above, when *Hhis** is 
estimated (before the act of tasting) to be sweet, a certain 
consequence is anticipated to which is assigned a definite 
connection in the total situation. If, however, it is at once 
asserted “this is sweet^’, the assertion is logically prema- 
ture and ungrounded. The anticipation functions logically 
to instigate and direct an operation of experimental obser- 
vation. When the consequences of the latter combine with 
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facts already ascertained so as to constitute a unified total 
situation, inquiry comes to an end. But there is always 
danger that the congeniality or plausibility of the content 
of the predicate-meaning will lead directly to its accep- 
tance. In that case, it is not operationally checked. It pos- 
sesses logical status only as it is taken for what it is qua 
predicate: namely, a method of solution not itself a solu- 
tion. There is also danger that pains will not be taken, 
even when an operation is performed, to scrutinize its re- 
sults in order to ascertain whether the existential condi- 
tions actually cohere in a unified way. These two failures 
are the common source of premature, hasty, and therefore, 
ungrounded assertion. 

The essential error of the “rationalistic’’ tradition in 
logical theory consists in taking the consistency of the 
constituents of the conceptual contents (which form the 
predicate) as a final criterion of truth or assertibility. 
Subject-matter which in its logical form is a means for 
performing experimental activities to modify prior exist- 
ences is mistaken to be final and complete in itself. There- 
by an inherent ontological status is imputed to it. As has 
been pointed out, in classic logic, subject-matter endowed 
with “rational” form was treated as constituting a superior 
realm of “Reality”, in comparison with which material 
capable of sensible observation was by nature metaphys- 
ically inferior. The latter was “known” only in so far as it 
could be directly subsumed under the conceptual material. 
A more recent tendency is to regard the conceptual sub- 
ject-matter as constituting a realm of abstract possibility 
also taken as complete in itself, not as indicating possibil- 
ities of operations to be performed. While the resulting 
metaphysical status assigned is very different from that of 
classic ontology, there is nevertheless the same hypostati- 
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zation of a logical function into a supra-empirical entity. 
Meantime, the practice of scientific inquiry has provided 
the foundations for a correct logical interpretation. 

The conceptual and “rational” contents are hypotheses. 
In their more comprehensive forms they are theories. As 
such they may be and usually arc abstracted from appli- 
cation to this and that immediate existential situation. But 
on that very account, they are instruments of a wide, in- 
definite scope of operational applications, actual applica- 
tion being made as special conditions present themselves. 

(3) The Copula. The logical import of copulation is in- 
volved in the prior account of subject and predicate. It is 
neither a separate and independent element nor yet does 
it affect the predicate alone, attaching the latter to an in- 
dependently and externally given singular subject, whether 
the latter be taken to be an object, a quality, or a sense- 
datum. It does express the act of predication. But it also 
expresses the act or operation of “subjecting”; that is, of 
constituting the subject. It is a name for the complex of 
operations by means of which (a) certain existences are 
restrictively-selected to delimit a problem and provide 
evidential testing material, and by which (b) certain con- 
ceptual meanings, ideas, hypotheses, are used as character- 
izing predicates. It is a name for the functional corres- 
pondence between subject and predicate in their relation 
to each other. The operations which it expresses distin- 
guish and relate at the same time. 

(4) The Judgment. Inquiry demands, as we have seen, 
operations of both observation and ideation. There would 
be no control of the process of inquiry if each of these op- 
erations were not expressly formed each with reference to 
the other. It is easy to see what would happen if observa- 
tion were directed to material which had no connection 
with entertained ideas and hypotheses, and if the latter 
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went off on a track of their own, having no connection with 
the material obtained by observation. In the process of 
reasoning, especially in scientific inquiry, there is often a 
considerable period in which conceptual material is devel- 
oped on its own account, leaving observed material tem- 
porarily in abeyance. But nonetheless in controlled in- 
quiry, the entire object, of this seemingly independent de- 
velopment is to obtain that meaning or conceptual struc- 
ture which is best adapted to instigate and direct just 
those operations of observation which will secure as their 
consequence just those existential facts that are needed to 
solve the problem in hand. 

Final judgment is attained through a series of par- 
tial judgments — those to which the name estimates or ap- 
praisals has been given. Judgment is not something occur- 
ring all at once. Since it is a manifestation of inquiry, it 
cannot be instantaneous and yet be inquiry. Short of at- 
tainment of a finally resolved situation (the result of final 
judgment and assertion) respective subject-and-predicate 
contents are provisionally instituted in distinction from 
and correlation with each other. Were subject-and-predi- 
cate contents final, rather than provisional, distinction and 
relation would constitute a state of irreconcilable opposi- 
tion. Since they are functional and operative, there is no 
more conflict than there is in the fact that in the course of 
every complex productive activity, industrial or social, 
divisions of labor are instituted which nevertheless are 
functionally connected with one another. For they are in- 
stituted as coordinating means of a common unified out- 
come. Were a complex undertaking in which extensive 
division of labor prevailed arrested short of its temporal 
issue, and were the various activities and their respective 
partial products taken at the moment of arrest to provide 
a final interpretation of what was going on, the conclusion 
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might not be that there was inherent contradiction among 
them — but the idea that irrelevancy and disorganization 
existed would be justified. The result of the discussion is, 
then, to show how indispensable it is to acknowledge that 
judgment, like inquiry, is temporal. It is temporal not in 
the external sense that the act of judging takes time, but 
in the sense that its subject-matter undergoes reconstitu- 
tion in attaining the final state of determinate resolution 
and unification which is the objective which governs judg- 
ment. 

It is necessarily involved in what has been said that the 
linguistic form which expresses, or is the symbol of, judg- 
ment is a true verb; that is, one expressing action and 
change. 

When is appears in judgment it has temporal force, dis- 
tinct from was or will be, and distinct from the ‘‘is’’ of a 
proposition where “is” designates a non-temporal or 
strictly logical relation between meanings. When it is 
stated that “the boy is running” the reference to change, 
time and place lies on the surface. When one says “this is 
red” the temporal reference is linguistically disguised. But 
the statement certainly does not mean that this is inher- 
ently red or is always red. Color quality changes to some 
extent with every change in light. It is red now, under a 
specifiable set of consequences, and a completely grounded 
judgment would demand that the conditions be stated. 
“Is red” sets forth what in ordinary language is called an 
effect or change brought about, or else a capacity to pro- 
duce change, a power to redden other things. 

Etymologically, the word is derives from a root mean- 
ing to stand or to stay. To remain and endure is a mode 
of action. At least, it indicates a temporal equilibrium of 
interactions. Now a spatio-temporal change is existential. 
Consequently the copula in judgment, whether as a tran- 
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sitive or intransitive verb, or in the ambiguous form “is,” 
has inherent existential reference. In such a proposition as 
“Justice is a virtue” is, on the other hand, stands for a 
relation between two abstractions or meanings, and ac- 
cordingly is non-temporal. It is a mark of a logical rela- 
tion such that in any proposition in which “justice” ap- 
pears there is an implicatory relation to some proposition 
in which “virtue” appears. The situation to which the sen- 
tence refers determines unambiguously whether “is” has 
an active force, expressing a change going on actually or 
potentially, or whether it stands for a relation between 
meanings or ideas. In a sentence having no contextual sit- 
uation, its logical force is indeterminate. For any sentence 
isolated from place and function in inquiry is logically 
indeterminate. 

The copula in a judgment, in distinction from the 
formal term of relation expresses, accordingly, the actual 
transformation of the subject-matter of an indeterminate 
situation into a determinate one. So far is the copula from 
being an isolable constituent that it might be regarded as 
what sets the subject-and-predicate contents at work exe- 
cuting their functions in relation to one another. In com- 
plex undertakings a plan for division of functions is usu- 
ally laid out on paper. But this plan is not the actual di- 
vision of labor. The latter consists in the actual distribu- 
tion of the active factors of what is doing in their cooper- 
ation with one another. The distribution, as well as the 
cooperation, is arranged with reference to an end or objec- 
tive consequence. 

The plan may be set forth and explained in proposi' 
tions; its propositional exposition may be a means of criti- 
cism and of re-arrangement of the plan of distribution. 
But the actual division can only be enacted. As just indi- 
cated, it may*be stated in symbols, and symbolic rcpre- 
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sentation of the division may be an indispensable means 
of actual enactment. But it no more is a functioning divi- 
sion of labor than a blueprint is a house in process of 
building or a map is a journey. Blueprints and maps are 
propositions and they exemplify what it is to be proposi-| 
tional. Moreover, a map is no less a means of directing 
journeys because it is not constantly in use. Similarly, 
general propositions are no less a means of constructing \ 
judgments because they are not always operative in the 
existential work of reconstituting existential material. 

Like a chart, indeed, like any physical tool or physiolog- 
ical organ, a proposition must be defined by its function. 
Furthermore, there is the same sort of advantage in having 
conceptual frameworks manufactured and on hand in ad- 
vance of actual occasions for their use, as there is in hav- 
ing tools ready instead of improvising them when need 
arises. Just as a complex undertaking in any field demands 
prepared materials as well as prepared instrumentalities, 
so propositions which describe conjunctions of existential 
materials — ^ultimately reducible to space-time connections 
— are required in effective inquiry. At the outset, substan- 
tial objects-events serve this purpose as more or less sec- 
ondary by-products or deposits from prior inquiries. But 
finally, they are deliberately constituted by critical in- 
quiry intended to produce objects that will operate as ef- 
fective and economical means when they are needed: a 
differentia of commonsense and scientific objects. Proposi- 
tions about subject-contents, about spatial-temporal con- 
junctions of properties cf existence, thus undergo inde- 
pendent development just as do propositions about mean- 
ings and their relations. The former I call material means 
and the latter procedural means, it being remembered that 
both are operational since they are means of determining 
the final situation and judgment. 
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V • Induction and Deductidn* 

Whatever else scientific method is or is not, it is con- 
cerned with ascertaining the conjunctions of characteris- 
tic traits which descriptively determine kinds in relation 
to one another, and with the interrelations of characters 
constituting abstract conceptions of wide applicability. 
The propositions which result are generalizations of two 
forms, generic and universal; one existential in content, 
the other non-existential. The methods by which generali- 
zations are arrived at have received the name ‘4nduc> 
tion”; the methods by which already existing generaliza- 
tions are employed have received the name ^‘deduction.” 
These considerations at least delimit the field of discussion. 
Any account of scientific method must be capable of offer- 
ing a coherent doctrine of the nature of induction and de- 
duction and of their relations to one another and the doc- 
trine must accord with what takes place in actual scien- 
tific practice. 

With respect to both induction and deduction, the log- 
ical terrain is still occupied with remnants, some more or 
less coherent and some more or less of the nature of de- 
bris, of logical conceptions that were formed prior to the 
development of scientific method. There is, accordingly, no 
field of logical subject-matter in which the need of thor- 
oughgoing reform of theory is as urgent as in the case of 
induction and deduction. It has become traditional to re- 
peat the statements that induction goes from particulars 
to the general and deduction from the general to the par- 
ticulars. The extent to which these conceptions are valid, 
i.e., in harmony with scientific practice, is not critically 
examined. The result too frequently is that actual scientific 
procedure is forced into the strait-jacket of irrelevant pre- 

* From Loi^: The Theory of Inquiry, Ch. XXI— “Scientific 
Method: Induction and Deduction.” 
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conceptions. Escape from this procedure depends upcm 
analyses of induction and deduction from the point of 
view of method as exhibited in actual methods of inquiry. 

The traditional and still current conceptions of induc- 
tion and deduction are derived from Aristotelian logic, 
which, as has been shown, was a systematization of logical 
forms on the basis of certain cosmological beliefs.* Since 
the actual progress of scientific inquiry has led to an 
abandonment of these underlying beliefs concerning the 
structure of Nature, it might be antecedently expected 
that the doctrines about induction and deduction which 
are found in the Aristotelian logic, will be so irrelevant to 
existing scientific practice as to be the source of confusion 
and uncertainty when they are employed as rubrics of in- 
terpretation. 

A. Induction and Deduction in Aristotelian Logic, The 
conception of induction as a procedure that goes from par- 
ticulars to the general, and of deduction as the reverse 
movement, has its origin in the Aristotelian formulation. 
More important than the mere question of its historical 
derivation is the fact that the Aristotelian conceptions 
were relevant to, and grounded in, the subject-matter of 
natural science as that subject-matter^ the structure oj 
nature, was then understood. There is no need at this 
point to expound at length the characteristic features of 
the conception of nature entertained by Aristotle. The 
distinction between immutable Being, existing at all times 
in identical form, and the mutable, which in its mutabil- 
ity is convincing proof of partial and incomplete Being 
provided the ground of the distinction made between in- 
duction and rationally complete, scientific demonstration 
,or deduction. Since the immutable was constituted by 

* See Ch. Two, Ch. Three, Section H, and Ch. Sixteen, Section I. 
—Ed. 
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fixed species, each of which was defined by an essence, it 
followed that strictly scientific or demonstrative knowledge 
consisted in a classificatory ordering of fixed species, in 
which inclusive species hierarchically determined included 
species of a more limited range. This ordering is effected 
in the demonstrative syllogism. Scientific knowledge of 
changing things is, on the contrary, possible only when 
and as these things are caught and placed within the fixed 
limits constituted by essences that define species. The re- 
sult here was also expressed in the syllogism, but in a con- 
tingent syllogism as distinct from the rational necessity of 
the demonstrative syllogism.* 

In each of these forms, the deductive is identified with 
the syllogistic. Given the underlying cosmological assump- 
tions, there is genuine meaning in the conception of going 
from the general to the more particular. In the case of the 
demonstrative syllogism, the movement is from the more 
to the less inclusive. Where ^^particular” is to be under- 
stood in a strictly logical sense — as equivalent to the 
more specific in its distinction from the universal inclusive 
species. In the case of the contingent syllogism, “particu- 
lar*' has a different meaning. Anything which is mutable is 
particular in the sense of being partial, incomplete. Now 
the objects of sense perception are observed things in their 
severalty in distinction from the species to which they 
belong. They are, as just noted, truly known only when 
and as they arc subsumed under universal propositions, 
which state the inherent nature of species. As thus sub- 
sumed, they ‘Tollow" as particulars from the general. 

At this point, I shall briefly indicate the difference bc- 

*To express the contingent nature of this form of syllogism, 
Aristotle frequently uses the expression ‘‘dialectic syllogisms.** Their 

conclusions are true as a rule, “upon the whole,” usually, Imt not 
always, si ncf they arc not derived from subject-matters which are 
themselves necemry. 
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tween this conception of rations!! demonstration and that 
which is in accord with present scientific practice. Math- 
ematical discourse is now the outstanding exemplar of de- 
ductive demonstration; but (i) no mathematician would 
regard it as logically important to reduce a chain of re4 
lated mathematical propositions to the syllogistic formA 
nor would he suppose that such reduction added anything \ 
to the force of his demonstration* ; and (ii) such deduc- i 
tions do not necessarily proceed from the more general 
to the less general even with respect to conceptions: 
while (iii) (as is generally acknowledged), it is impossible 
to proceed directly from a universal proposition to one 
about an existential particular or singular. It is true (with 
regard to the second point) that sometimes in mathemat- 
ical reasoning the final proposition has less scope or 
“comprehension,” a narrower range of applicability, than 
do the preceding propositions from which it “follows.” 
When, for example, an ellipse is defined as a curve so 
moving that its distance from a fixed line bears a con- 
stant ratio to its distance from a fixed point, the logical 
movement is from a conception of wider applicability to 
one restricted by introduction of a special limiting condi- 
tion. But when the properties of an ellipse are defined by 
reasoning from the properties of a conic section, the log- 
ical movement is from the narrower to the wider range of 
applicability. When the equilateral is derived from the 
equiangular, there is neither gain nor loss in comprehen- 
sion or scope. The fact is that about mathematical reason- 
ing, as an example of deduction, no general statement 
whatever can be made as to the breadth of the premises 
in relation to that of the conclusion. Such differences as 

* This statement should not» of course, be taken as impl 3 ring that 
mathematical propositions can be reduced to the syllogistic form. 
They cannot.— Ed. 
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may be present depend upon the special methods used 
and the nature of the problem dealt with. So much, in 
general, for the irrelevancy of the Aristotelian conception 
of deduction to modern scientific practice. 

With respect to the formulation of the inductive pro* 
cedures of ancient and modern science respectively, there 
exists a verbal similarity. Both start from scattered data 
(or particulars) and move toward institution of generali- 
zations. But the similarity does not extend beyond the 
vague formula of “going from particulars to generals.” 
For (a) particulars are conceived in radically different 
ways and (b) the process of “going,” or the way in which 
generals are arrived at from particulars, is very different. 
A survey of the Aristotelian conception of induction .suf- 
fices to show its intrinsic unfitness to serve the logical con- 
ditions of present science. The cosmological theory of Aris- 
totle postulates that every knowable thing is of some kind 
or species. Even sense-perception is a mode of low-grade 
knowledge in so far as what is seen, heard and touched is 
apprehended as being of a kind. The very lowest grade of 
knowledge, mere sensation, directly apprehends qualities 
determined by “sensible forms,” such as, in touch, hard- 
soft. Sensation and sense-perception are modes of knowl- 
edge in which “matter,” the principle of change and hence 
of lack of Being, predominates, as, e.g,, when the dry 
changes to the wet. In general, the “particular” which is 
“known” in sense perception is subject to generation and 
dissolution, to “birth” and “death,” as a tree grows from 
seed, decays and vanishes. Recurrent perceptions then 
constitute experience. In persons who are happily consti- 
tuted by natural endowment, who have the scientific and 
philosophic nisus or potentiality, the form is gradually ap- 
prehended as such, first as subduing matter, and then fi- 
nally as completely free from any connection with matter. 
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Definition and classification are thus instituted and there 
is scientific knowledge on the basis of rational apprehen- 
sion or notation. In short, the universal is grasped in its 
own inherent nature. This process constitutes in the classic^ 
scheme the ^^going’’ from particulars to the universalj 
which is induction. “Forms” which are immutable, neces-^ 
sary and universal, are present from the first in qualities 
and objects of sensation and sense perception. Induction 
is but the process by which these forms are so elicited 
from entanglement in “matter” that they are perceived 
by reason in their own essential nature, “reason” being 
defined precisely as this actualization in knowledge of 
pure forms of Being. 

“Induction” on this basis is a psychological process, al- 
though not in the subjective sense of psychological which 
has controlled so much of modern speculation. The proc- 
ess in question is rather biological, and the biological is 
an actualization of the cosmological. It is, accordingly, 
perhaps better to think of it as a pedagogical process in 
which certain select persons in whom the’ potentiality of 
reason is brought to actuality by means of the forms that 
are implicit in objects of experience, are led up to or in- 
duced to apprehend universals which have been neces- 
sarily involved, all the time, in sense qualities and ob- 
jects of empirical perception. Epagoge^ the word trans- 
lated by our word “induction,” is then precisely the proc- 
ess of being led or brought up to apprehension of fixed 
and essential forms in and of themselves. 

B. The Nature of Induction on the Ground of Prior 
Analyses. I shall give a brief formal statement of its na- 
ture in the light of previous discussion. (i> Particulars 
are selectively discriminated so as to determine a problem 
whose nature is such as to indicate possible modes of solu- 
tion. This selective redetermination of perceived objects 
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and their qualities necessarily involves experimental trans- 
formation of objects and qualities in their given ‘‘natural” 
state, whereas in the classic logic they were taken “as is.” 
(ii) The particulars of observations which are experi- 
mentally instituted not only form the subject-matter of 
a problem so as to indicate an appropriate mode of solu- 
tion, but are also such as to have evidential and testing 
value with respect to indicated modes of solution. Opera- 
tions are deliberately performed that experimentally mod- 
ify given antecedent objects of perception, so as to pro- 
duce new data in new ordered arrangement. Institution 
of new data which are relevant and effective with respect 
to any conclusion that is hypothetically entertained, forms 
the most indispensable and difficult part of inquiry in 
the natural sciences. Objects and qualities as they natu- 
rally present themselves or as they are “given,” are not 
only not the data of science, but they constitute the most 
direct and important obstacle to formation of those ideas 
and hypotheses that are genuinely relevant and effective. 

The primary meanings and associations of ideas and 
hypotheses are derived from their position and force in 
common sense situations of use-enjoyment. They are ex- 
pressed in symbols developed originally for the sake of 
social communication rather than to serve the conditions 
of controlled inquiry. The symbols are therefore loaded 
with meanings that are irrelevant to inquiry conducted for 
the sake of attaining knowledge as such. These meanings 
are familiar and influentially persuasive because of their 
established associations. The result is that the historic ad- 
vance of science is marked and accompanied by deliber- 
ate elimination of such terms and institution in their 
stead, of a new set of symbols constituting a new technical 
language. The progress of eveiy science — ^physics, chemis- 
try, biology, and even mathematics — ^in general and in 
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particular, is evidence both of the difficulty and the neces- 
sity of instituting data of a new order. 

What is the analysis of those scientific procedures to 
which the name induction may be applied if the word hasi 
any application at all? For the question is not about the! 
meaning of a word, even of a word that has been sanc-^ 
tioned by long usage, but of the actual procedures by 
which generalizations are established in the natural sci- 
ences. Moreover, generalizations are of two forms. There 
are those which institute a relation of including and in- 
cluded kinds, and there are those which institute universal 
if-then propositions as- hypotheses and theories. Any ade- 
quate account of scientific methods as the means by 
which warranted generalizations are achieved must, there- 
fore, be applicable to both of these two forms. This con- 
sideration is, in effect, a warning in advance of the impos- 
sibility of making a sharp division between “induction” 
as the operation by which existential generalizations are 
established, and “deduction” as the operation concerned 
with the relations of universal propositions in discourse. 
As far as physical inquiry, at least, is concerned, induc- 
tion and deduction must be so interpreted that they will 
be seen to be cooperative phases of the same ultimate set 
of operations, • 

This is a summary statement of conclqsions regard- 
ing the distinctively inductive and deductive phases of 
inquiry, and their interrelation, or functional corres- 
pondence, with each other, (a) The inductive phase 
consists of the complex of experimental operations by 
which antecedently existing conditions are so modified 
that data are obtained which indicate and test proposed 
modes of solution, (b) Any suggested or indicated mode 
of solution must be formulated as a possibility. Such for- 
mulation constitutes a hypothesis. The if-then prqwsition 
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which results must be developed in ordered relation to 
other propositions of like form (or in discourse), until 
related contents are obtained forming the special if-then 
proposition that directs experimental observations yielding 
new data. The criterion for the validity of such hypothe- 
ses is the capacity of the new data they produce to com- 
bine with earlier data (describing the problem) so that 
they institute a whole of unified significance, (c) The 
nature of the interrelation or functional correspondence 
of these two phases of inquiry directly follows. The prop- 
ositions which formulate data must, to satisfy the condi- 
tions of inquiry, be such as to determine a problem in the 
form that indicates a possible solution, while the hypothe- 
sis in which the latter is formulated must be such as op- 
erationally to provide the new data that fill out and 
order those previously obtained. There is a continued tO' 
and fro movement between the set of existential proposi- 
tions about data and the non-existential propositions 
about related conceptions. 

This formulation agrees up to a certain point with cur- 
rent statements about scientific inquiry as hypothetical- 
deductive in nature. But it emphasizes two necessary con- 
ditions which are usually slurred in statement of that 
position: (a) The necessity of observational determina- 
tions in order to indicate a relevant hypothesis, and (b) 
the necessity of existential operational application of the 
hypothesis in order to institute existential material ca- 
pable of testing the hypothesis. These conditions place the 
hypothetical-deductive stage of inquiry as intermediate, 
When this stage is taken in isolation from the initial and 
terminal stages of inquiry (concerned with existefitial ob- 
servations), it is disconnected from its occasion in prob- 
lems, and from its application in their solution. It is 
probable that in the current formulation of the position^ 
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these stages are taken for granted or are “understood/* 
But it is necessary to state them explicitly in order that 
the h3^thetical-deductive stage may be relevant and 
controlled in its contents and their order of relation. Othf 
erwise it is assumed (a) that existential propositions ari 
“implied” by universal propositions, and (b) that affirmA 
ing the antecedent when and because the consequent isl 
affirmed, is valid. 

The conjugate relation of the inductive and deductive is 
exemplified in the correlative nature of inference and 
proof, where “proof” means ostensive demonstration. That 
it is highly uneconomical from the practical point of view 
to separate the two functions of inference and test is clear 
without extensive argument. Economy makes it important 
that the material from which an inference is drawn should 
also be such as far as is possible to test the inference that 
is made. For it is important that the inference drawn 
should be such as to indicate what new kinds of data are 
required and give some suggestion as to how they are to 
be obtained. But the importance of including within one 
and the same set of methodic procedures, operations that 
produce material which is both evidentially indicative, 
testing and testable, is much more than a matter of prac- 
tical economy. It is logically necessary. For an “infer- 
ence” that is not grounded in the evidential nature of the 
material from which it is drawn is not an inference. It is 
a more or less wild guess. To say that an inference is 
grounded in any degree whatever is equivalent to saying 
that the material upon which it is based is such as to be a 
factor in warranting its validity: not in its isolation, but 
in connection with the new data obtained as consequences 
of the (^rations to which the inference, as a hypothesis, 
led. The progress made by inquiry in any branch may, 
then, be measured by the extent to which it has succeeded 



INDUCTION AND DEDUCTION 9*3 

in developing methods of inquiry that, at one and the 
same time, provide material data having conjunct infer* 
ential and testing force. Satisfaction of this condition pro^ 
vides the definition of inductive procedures. 

Uncritical adherence to Aristotelian conceptions has 
combined with the prestige of physics, especially of math- 
ematical physics, to generate the conception that physics 
is not only the most advanced form of scientific inquiry 
(which it undeniably is), but that it is alone scientific in 
nature. From a popular standpoint, application of physi- 
cal generalizations, as in the technologies of the electric 
and chemical engineer and in the methods used by “medi- 
cal science” (if the term be allowed) appeal chiefly be- 
cause of their practical consequences. But from a logical 
standpoint the applications are integral parts of the veri- 
fication of the generalizations themselves. The drainage of 
swamps where anopheles mosquitoes breed is prized be- 
cause it helps to eliminate malaria. But from the scientific 
standpoint it is an experiment which confirms a theory. 
In general, wide social application of the results of phys- 
ics and chemistry provides added test and security for 
conclusions reached. 

The issue involved is a far-reaching one. Dogmatic re- 
striction of science to generalizations compels denial of 
scientific traits and value to every form of practice. It ob- 
literates, logically, the enormous difference that exists be- 
tween activities that are routine and those that are intelli- 
gent; between action dictated by caprice and the conduct 
of arts that embody technologies and techniques express- 
ing S3rstematically tested ideas. Even more to the point is 
the fact that it involves logical suicide of the sciences 
with respect even to generalizations. For there is no 
ground whatever upon which a logical line can be drawn 
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between the operations and techniques of experimentation 
in the natural sciences and the same operations and tech- 
niques employed for distinctively practical ends. Nothing 
so fatal to science can be imagined as elimination of ex-l 
perimentation, and experimentation is a form of doing and) 
making. Application of conceptions and hypotheses to ex- 
istential matters through the medium of doing and mak- 
ing is an intrinsic constituent of scientific method. No 
hard and fast line can be drawn between such forms of 
“practical” activity and those which apply their conclu- 
sions to human social ends without involving disastrous 
consequences to science in its narrower sense. 



CHAPTER EIGHTEEN 


KNOWLEDGE SCIENCE AND TRUTH 

I -Meanings: Valid and Invalid* 

GHOSTS, centaurs, tribal gods, Helen of Troy and 
Ophelia of Denmark are as much the meanings of events 
as are flesh and blood, horses, Florence Nightingale and 
Madam Curie. This statement does not mark a discovery; 
it enunciates a tautology. It seems questionable only when 
its significance is altered; when it is taken to denote that, 
because they are all meanings of events, they all are the 
same kind of meaning with respect to validity of reference. 
Because perception of a ghost does not signify a subtle, 
intangible form, filling space as it moves about, it does not 
follow that it may not signify some other existential hap- 
pening like disordered nerves, a religious animistic tradi- 
tion; or, as in the play of Hamlet, that it may not signify 
an enhancement of the meaning of a moving state of af- 
fairs. The existential events that form a drama have their 
own characteristic meanings, which are not the less mean- 
ings of those events because their import is dramatic, not 
authentically cognitive. So when men gather in secret to 
plot a conspiracy, their plans are not the less meanings of 
certain events because they have not been already carried 
out; and they remain meanings of events even if the con- 
spiracy comes to naught. 

The proposition that the perception of a horse is ok- 

♦ From Experience and Nature, pp. 320-324. 

92s 
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jectively valid and that of a centaur fanciful and myth- 
ical does not denote that one is a meaning of natural 
events and the other is not. It denotes that they are mean- 
ings referable to different natural events, and that con- j 
fused and harmful consequences result from attributing! 
them to the same events. The idea that the consciousness ' 
of a horse as now present and of a centaur differ as per- 
. ceptions, or states of awareness, is an illustration of the 
harm wrought by introspective psychology, which, here as 
elsewhere, treats relationships oj objects as if they were 
inherent qualities of an immediate subject-matter, ignor- 
ing the fact that causal relationships to unperceived things 
are involved. The matter of the cognitive validity of the 
horse-perception and the cognitive invalidity of the cen- 
taur-perception is not an affair of intrinsic difference in 
the two perceptions, which inspection of the two states of 
awareness as such can ever bring to light; it is a causal 
matter, brought to light as we investigate the causal ante- 
cedents and consequents of the events having the mean- 
ings. 

In other words, the difference between assertion of a 
perception, belief in it, and merely having it is an extrinsic 
difference; the belief, assertion, cognitive reference is 
something additive, never merely immediate. Genuinely 
to believe the centaur-meaning is to assert that events 
characterized by it interact in certain ways with other 
now unperceived events. Since belief that centaur has the 
same kind of objective meaning as has horse denotes ex- 
pectation of like efficacies and consequences, the difference 
of validity between them is extrinsic. It is capable of be- 
ing revealed only by the results of acting upon them. The 
awareness of centaur meaning is fanciful not simply be- 
cause part of its conditions lie within the organism; part 
of the conditions of any perception, valid as well as in- 
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valid, scientific as well as esthetic, lie within the or- 
ganism. Nor is it fanciful, simply because it is supposed 
not to have adequate existential antecedents. Natural 
conditions, physiological, physical and social, may be spe- 
cified in one case as in the other. But since the conditions 
in the two cases are different, consequences are bound to 
be different. Knowing, believing, involves something ad^ 
ditive and extrinsic to having a meaning. 

No knowledge is ever merely immediate. The proposi- 
tion that the perception of a horse is valid and that a 
centaur is fanciful or hallucinatory, does not denote that 
there are two modes of awareness, differing intrinsically 
from each other. It denotes something with respect to 
causation, namely, that while both have their adequate 
antecedent conditions, the specific causal conditions are 
ascertained to be different in the two cases. Hence it de- 
notes something with respect to consequences, namely, 
that action upon the respective meanings will bring to 
light (to apparency or awareness) such different kinds of 
consequences that we should u^ the two meanings in very 
different ways. Both acts and consequences lie outside the 
primary perceptions; both have to be diligently sought for 
and tested. Since conditions in the two cases are different, 
they operate differently. That is, they belong to different 
histories, and the matter of the history to which a given 
thing belongs is just the matter with which knowledge is 
concerned. 

The conscious or perceived affair is itself a consequence 
of antecedent conditions. But were this conscious or ap- 
parent (evident, focal) consequence the only consequence 
of the conditions, if there were not other as yet unappar- 
cnt consequences, we should have absolutely no way to 
tell in what sequence of events a perception belongs, and 
hence absolutely no way of determining its validity or 
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cognitive standing.it is because conditions which generate 
the perception of a horse have other and different conse- 
quences than the perception (and similarly of those which 
generate the idea of the centaur), that it is possible toj 
make a distinction between the value in knowledge of thel 
two ideas. By discovering the different sequential affairs^ 
to which they respectively belong we can differentiate 
their import for knowledge. Failure to recognize this fact 
is the ultimate condemnation, it may be remarked in 
passing, of idealistic theories of knowledge, which identify 
knowledge with immediate consciousness. If an all-inclu- 
sive consciousness were to exist, it would be a piece of 
esthetic scenery, interesting or tedious as the case might 
be, but having no conceivable cognitive standing. 

That a perception is cognitive means, accordingly, that 
it is used; it is treated as a sign of conditions that impli- 
cate other as yet unperceived consequences in addition to 
the perception itself. That a perception is truly cognitive 
means that its active use or treatment is followed by con- 
sequences which lit appropriately into the other conse- 
quence’s which follow independently of its being perceived. 
To discover that a perception or an idea is cognitively in- 
valid is to find that the consequences which follow from 
acting upon it entangle and confuse the other conse- 
quences which follow from the causes of the perception, 
instead of integrating or coordinating harmoniously with 
them. The special technique of scientific inquiry may be 
defined as consisting of procedures which make it possible 
to perceive the eventual agreement or disagreement of the 
two sets of consequences. For experience proves that it is 
possible for great disparity between them to exist, and yet 
the conflict not be perceived or else be explained away 
as of no importance. 
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II • Knowledge as Instrumental and 
Hypothetical* 

There is no miracle in the fact that tool and material 
are adapted to each other in the process of reaching a 
valid conclusion. Were they external in origin to each 
other and to the result, the whole affair would, indeed, 
present an insoluble problem — so insoluble that, if this 
were the true condition of affairs, we never should even 
know that there was a problem. But, in truth, both ma- 
terial and tool have been secured and determined with 
reference to economy and efficiency in effecting the end de- 
sired — the maintenance of a harmonious experience. The 
builder has discovered that his building means building 
tools, and also building material. Each has been slowly 
evolved with reference to its fit employ in the entire func- 
tion; and this evolution has been checked at every point 
by reference to its own correspondent. The carpenter has 
not thought at large on his building and then constructed 
tools at large, but has thought of his building in terms of 
the material which enters into it, and through that me- 
dium has come to the consideration of the tools which are 
helpful. 

Thinking is adaptation to an end through the adjust- 
ment of particular objective contents. The thinker, like the 
carpenter, is at once stimulated and checked in every stage 
of his procedure by the particular situation which con- 
fronts him. A person is at the stage of wanting a new 
house: well, then, his materials are available resources, 
the price of labor, the cost of building, the state and needs 
of his family, profession, etc.; his tools are paper and 
pencil and compass, or possibly the bank as a credit in- 
strumentality, etc. Again, the work is beginning. The 

♦ From Essays in Experimental Logic, pp. 15-18; 94-95 ; 176-178* 
242-244. 
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foundations are laid. This in turn determines its own 
specific materials and tools. Again, the building is almost 
ready for occupancy. The concrete process is that of tak- 
ing away the scaffolding, clearing up the grounds, furnish- 
ing and decorating rooms, etc. This specific operation 
again determines its own fit or relevant materials and 
tools. It defines the time and mode and manner of be- 
ginning and ceasing to use them. Logical theory will get 
along as well as does the practice of knowing when it 
sticks close by and observes the directions and checks in- 
herent in each successive phase of the evolution of the 
cycle of experience. The problem in general of validity of 
the thinking process as distinct from the validity of this 
or that process arises only when thinking is isolated from 
its historic position and its material context. 

In the course of changing experience we keep our bal- 
ance in moving from situations of an affectional quality 
to those which are practical or appreciative or reflective, 
because we bear constantly in mind the context in which 
any particular distinction presents itself. As we submit 
each ‘Characteristic function and situation of experience to 
our gaze, we find it has a dual aspect. Wherever there is 
striving there are obstacles; wherever there is affection 
there are persons who are attached; wherever there is do- 
ing there is accomplishment; wherever there is apprecia- 
tion there is value; wherever there is thinking there is 
material-in-question. We keep our footing as we move 
from one attitude to another, from one characteristic qual- 
ity to another, because of the position occupied in the 
whole movement by the particular function in which we 
are engaged. 

The distinction between each attitude and function and 
its predecessor and successor is serial, dynamic, operative. 
The distinctions wUhin any given operation or function 
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are structural, contemporaneous, and distributive. Think- 
ing follows striving, and doing follows thinking. Each in 
the fulfilment of its own function inevitably calls out its 
successor. But coincident, simultaneous, and correspon- 
dent within doing is the distinction of doer and of deed; 
within the function of thought, of thinking and material 
thought upon; within the function of striving, of obstacle 
and aim, of means and end. We keep our paths straight 
because we do not confuse the sequential and functional 
relationship of types of experience with the contempo- 
raneous and structural distinctions of elements within a 
given function. In the seeming maze of endless confusion 
and unlimited shiftings, we find our way by the means of 
the stimulations and checks occurring within the process 
in which we are actually engaged. Operating within em- 
pirical situations we do not contrast or confuse a condition 
which is an element in the formation of one operation 
with the status which is one of the distributive terms of 
another function. When we ignore these specific empirical 
clews and limitations, we have at once an insoluble, be- 
cause meaningless, problem upon our hands. 

All knowledge, as issuing from reflection, is experi- 
mental in the literal physical sense of experimental. 
Thinking, or knowledge-getting, is far from being the 
armchair thing it is often supposed to be. The reason it is 
not an armchair thing is that it is not an event going on 
exclusively within the cortex or the cortex and vocal or- 
igans. It involves the explorations by which relevant data 
are procured and the physical analyses by which they are 
refined and made precise; it comprises the readings by 
which information is got hold of, the words which are ex- 
perimented with, and the calculations by which the signifi- 
cance of entertained conceptions or hypotheses is elabo* 
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rated. Hands and feet, apparatus and appliances of all 
kinds are as much a part of it as changes in the brain. 
Since these physical operations (including the cerebral 
events) and equipments are a part of thinking, thinking 
is ment^, not because of a peculiar stuff which enters intb 
't or of peculiar non-natural activities which constitute it\ 
but because of what physical acts and appliances do: thel 
distinctive purpose for which they are employed and the 
distinctive results which they accomplish. 

That reflection terminates, through a definitive overt 
act,* in another non-reflectional situation, within which 
incompatible responses may again in time be aroused, and 
so another problem in reflection be set, goes without say- 
ing. Certain things about this situation, however, do not 
at the present time speak for themselves and need to be 
set forth. Let me in the first place call attention to an 
ambiguity in the term ‘‘knowledge.’’ The statement that 
all knowledge involves reflection — or, more concretely, 
that it denotes an inference from evidence — gives offense 
to many; it seems a departure from fact as well as a wilful 
limitation of the word “knowledge.” 

( I ) It may well be admitted that there is a real sense 
in which knowledge (as distinct from thinking or inquir- 
ing with a guess attached) does not come into existence 
till thinking has terminated in the experimental act which 
fulfils the specifications set forth in thinking. But what is 
also true is that the object thus determined is an object of 
knowledge only because of the thinking which has pre- 
ceded it and to which it sets a happy term. To run against 
a hard and painful stone is not of itself, I should say, an 
act of knowing; but if running into a hard and painful 
thing is an outcome predicted after inspection of data and 

*For emphasis I am here exaggerating by condensing into a 
single decisive act an operation wMch is continuously going on. 
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elaboration of a hypothesis, then the hardness and the 
painful bruise which define the thing as a stone also con- 
stitute it emphatically an object of knowledge. In short, 
the object of knowledge in the strict sense is its objective; 
and this objective is not constituted till it is reached. Now 
this conclusion — as the word denotes — ^is thinking brought 
to a close, done with. 

If the reader does not find this statement satisfactory, 
he may at least recognize that the doctrine set forth has 
no difficulty in connecting knowledge with inference, and 
at the same time admitting that knowledge in the em- 
phatic sense does not exist till inference has ceased. Seen 
from this point of view, so-called immediate knowledge oi 
simple apprehension or acquaintance tnowledge repre- 
sents a critical skill, a certainty of response which has ac- 
crued in consequence of reflection. A like sureness of foot- 
ing apart from prior investigations and testings is found 
in instinct and habit. I do not deny that these may be bet- 
ter than knowing, but I see no reason for complicating an 
already too confused situation by giving them the name 
‘^knowledge’’ with its usual intellectual implications. From 
this point of view, the subject-matter of knowledge is pre- 
cisely that which we do not think of, or mentally refer to 
in any way, being that which is taken as matter of course, 
but it is nevertheless knowledge in virtue of the inquiry 
which has led up to it. 

(7) Definiteness, depth, and variety of meaning attach 
to the objects of an experience just in the degree in which 
they have been previously thought about, even when pres- 
ent in an experience in which they do not evoke inferential 
procedures at all. Such terms as ‘^meaning,” “signifi- 
cance,^’ “value,” have a double sense. Sometimes they 
mean a function: the office of one thing representing an- 
other, or pointing to it as implied ; the operation, in short, 
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of serving as sign. In the word '^symbol” this meaning is 
practically exhaustive. But the terms also sometimes mean 
an inherent quality, a quality intrinsically characterizing 
the thing experienced and making it worth while. The 
word “sense,” as in the phrase “sense of a thing” (an^ 
non-sense) is devoted to this use as definitely as are thi 
words “sign” and “symbol” to the other. In such a pair\ 
as “import” and “importance,” the first tends to select 
the reference to another thing while the second names an 
intrinsic content. 

In reflection, the extrinsic reference is always primary. 
The height of the mercury means rain; the color of the 
flame means sodium; the form of the curve means factors 
distributed accidentally. In the situation which follows 
upon reflection, meanings are intrinsic; they have no in- 
strumental or subservient office, because they have no of- 
fice at all. They are as much qualities of the objects in the 
situation as are red and black, hard and soft, square and 
round. And every reflective experience adds new shades of 
such intrinsic qualifications. In other words, while reflec- 
tive knowing is instrumental to gaining control in a 
troubled situation (and thus has a practical or utilitarian 
force), it is also instrumental to the enrichment of the im- 
mediate significance of subsequent experiences. And it 
may well be that this by-product, this gift of the gods, is 
incomparably more valuable for living a life than is the 
primary and intended result of control, essential as is that 
control to having a life to live. 

Words are treacherous in this field; there are no ac- 
cepted criteria for assigning or measuring their meanings; 
but if one use the term “consciousness” to denote imme- 
diate values of objects, then it is certainly true that “con- 
sciousness is a lyric cry even in the midst of business.’’ 
But it is equally true that if someone else understands by 
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consciousness the function of effective reflection, then con- 
sciousness is a business — even in the midst of writing or 
singing lyrics. But the statement remains inadequate un- 
til we add that knowing as a business, inquiry and inven- 
tion as enterprises, as practical acts, become themselves 
charged with the meaning of what they accomplish as 
their own immediate quality. There exists no disjunction 
between esthetic qualities which are final yet idle, and acts 
which are practical or instrumental. The latter have their 
own delights and sorrows. 

The intellectual definition or delimitation assigned to 
the “given’^ is as tentative and experimental as that as- 
cribed to the idea. In form both are categorical, and in 
content both are hypothetical. Facts really exist just as 
facts, and meanings exist as meanings. One is no more 
superfluous, more subjective, or less necessitated than the 
other. In and of themselves as existences both are equally 
realistic and compulsive. But on the basis of existence, 
there is no element in either which may be strictly de- 
scribed as intellectual or cognitional. There is only a prac- 
tical situation in its brute and unrationalized form. 

What is uncertain about the facts as given at any mo- 
meht is whether the right exclusions and selections havii 
been made. Since that is a question which can be decided 
finally only by the experimental issue, this ascription of 
character is itself tentative and exp)erimental. If it workSf 
the characterization and delineation are found to be 
proper ones ; but every admission prior ^o inquiry, of un- 
questioned, categorical, rigid objectivity, compromises the 
probability that it will work. The character assigned to the 
datum must be taken as hypothetically as possible in order 
to preserve the elasticity needed for easy and prompt con- 
sideration. Any other procedure virtually insists that all 
facts and details an}rwhere happening to exist and hap* 
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pening to present themselves (all being equally real) mus», 
all be given equal status and equal weight, and that their 
outer ramifications and internal complexities must be iin- 
definitely followed up. The worthlessness of this sheer 
cumulation of realities, its total irrelevancy, the lack pi 
any way of judging the significance of the accumulation^^ 
are good proofs of the fallacy of any theory which ascribes 
objective logical content to facts wholly apart from thf 
needs and possibilities of a situation. 

The more stubbornly one maintains the full reality ol 
either his facts or his ideas, just as they stand, the more 
accidental is the discovery of relevantly significant facts 
and of valid ideas— the more accidental, the less rational, 
is the issue of the knowledge situation. Due progress is 
reasonably probable in just the degree in which the mean- 
ing, categorical in its existing imperativeness, and the 
fact, equally categorical in its brute coerciveness, are as- 
signed only a provisional and tentative nature with refer- 
ence to control of the situation. That this surrender of a 
rigid and final character for the content of knowledge on 
the sides both of fact and of meaning, in favor of experi- 
mental and functioning estimations, is precisely the 
change which has marked the development of modem 
from medieval and Greek science, seems undoubted. 

To learn the lesson one has only to contrast the rigidity 
of phenomena and conceptions in Greek thought (Platonic 
ideas, Aristotelian forms) with the modem experimental 
selection and determining of facts and experimental em- 
ployment of hypotheses. The former have ceased to be 
ultimate realities of a nondescript sort and have become 
provisional data; the latter have ceased to be eternal 
meanings and have become working theories. The fruitful 
application of mathematics and the evolution of a tech- 
nique of experimental inquiry have coinpded with this 
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change. That realities exist independently of their use as 
intellectual data, and that meanings exist apart from their 
utilization as hypotheses, are the permanent truths of 
Greek realism as against the exaggerated subjectivism of 
modern philosophy; but the conception that this existence 
is to be defined in the same way as are contents of knowl- 
edge, so that perfect being is object of perfect knowledge 
and imperfect being object of imperfect knowledge, is the 
fallacy which Greek thought projected into modern. Sci- 
ence has advanced in its methods in just the degree in 
which it has ceased to assume that prior realities and prior 
meanings retain fixedly and finally, when entering into 
reflective situations, the characters they had prior to this 
entrance ; and in which it has realized that their very pres- 
ence within the knowledge situation signifies that they 
have to be redefined and revalued from the standpoint 
of the new situation. 

Ill • Experimental Verification and Truth*'' 

That fruitful thinking — thought that terminates in 
valid knowledge — goes on in terms of the distinction of 
facts and judgment, and that valid knowledge is precisely 
genuine correspondence or agreement, of some sort, of fact 
and judgment, is the common and undeniable assumption. 
But the discussions are largely carried on in terms of an 
epistemological dualism, rendering the solution of the 
problem impossible in virtue of the very terms in which it 
is stated. The distinction is at once identified with that be- 
tween mind and matter, consciousness and objects, the 
psychical and the physical, where each of these terms is 
supposed to refer to some fixed order of existence, a world 
in itself. Then, of course, there comes up the question of 
the nature of the agreement, and of the recognition of it^ 

♦ From Essays in Experimental Logic, pp. 231-241. 
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What is the experience in which the survey of both idea 
and existence is made and their agreement recognized? Is 
it an idea? Is the agreement ultimately a matter of sel^- 
consistency of ideas? Then what has become of the poi- 
tulate that truth is agreement of idea with existence b^ 
yond idea? Is it an absolute which transcends and absorbs 
the difference? Then, once more, what is the test of any^ 
specific judgment? What has become of the correspon- 
dence of fact and thought? Or, more urgently, since the 
pressing problem of life, of practice and of science, is the 
discrimination of the relative^ or superior, validity of this 
or that theory, plan, or interpretation, what is the criterion 
of truth within present non-absolutistic experience, where 
the distinction between factual conditions and thoughts 
and the necessity of some working adjustment persists? 

Putting the problem in yet another way, either both 
fact and idea are present all the time or else only one of 
them is present. But if the former, why should there be 
an idea at all, and why should it have to be tested by the 
fact? When we already have what we want, namely, ex- 
istence, reality, why should we take up the wholly super- 
numerary task of forming more or less imp>erfect ideas of 
those facts, and then engage in the idle performance of 
testing them by what we already know to be? But if only 
ideas are present, it is idle to speak of comparing an idea 
with facts and testing its validity by its agreement. The 
elaboration and refinement of ideas to the uttermost still 
leaves us with an idea, and while a self-consistent idea 
stands a show of being true in a way in which an inco- 
herent one does not, a self-consistent idea is still but a 
hypothesis, a candidate for truth* Ideas are not made true 
by getting bigger. But if only ^Tacts” are present, the 
whole concq)tion of agreement is once more given up — not 
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to mention that such a situation is one in which there is 
by definition no thinking or reflective factor at all. 

This suggests that a strictly monistic epistemology, 
whether idealistic or realistic, does not get rid of the prob- 
lem. Suppose for example we take a sensationalistic ideal- 
ism. It does away with the ontological gulf between ideas 
and facts, and by reducing both terms to a common de- 
nominator seems to facilitate fruitful discussion of the 
problem. But the problem of the distinction and reference 
(agreement, correspondence) of two types or sorts of 
sensations still persists. If I say the box there is square, 
and call “box” one of a group of ideas or sensations and 
“square” another sensation or “idea,” the old question 
comes up: Is “square” already a part of the “facts” of 
the box, or is it not? If it is, it is a supernumerary, an 
idle thing, both as an idea and as an assertion of fact; if 
it is not, how can we compare the two ideas, and what on 
earth or in heaven does their agreement or correspondence 
mean? If it means simply that we experience the two 
“sensations” in juxtaposition, then the same is true, of 
course, of any casual association or hallucination. On the 
sensational basis, accordingly, there is still a distinction 
of something “given,” “there,” brutally factual, the box, 
and something else which stands on a different level, ideal, 
absent, intended, demanded, the “square,” which is as- 
serted to hold good or be true of the thing “box.” The fact 
that both are sensations throws no light on the logical 
validity of any proposition or belief, because by theory a 
like statement holds of every possible proposition. 

The same problem recurs on a realistic basis. For ex- 
ample, there has recently been propounded the doctrinO 
of the distinction between relations of space and time and 
rdations of meaning or significance, as a key to the prob- 
lem of knowledge. Things exist in their own characters, in 
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their temporal and spatial relations. When knoini^ge in- 
tervenes, there is nothing new of a subjective or psychical 
sort, but simply a new relation of the things — the sug- 
gesting or signifying of one thing by another. Now this 
seems to be an excellent way of stating the logical prob- 
lem, but, I take it, it states and does not solve. For th^ 
characteristic of such situations, claiming to terminate ii^ 
knowledge, is precisely that the meaning-relation is predi-'^ 
cated of the other relations; it is referred to them; it is not 
simply a supervention existing side by side with them, like 
casual suggestions or the play of fantasy. It is something 
which the facts, the qualitative space and time things, 
must bear the burden of, must accept and take unto them- 
selves as part of themselves- Until this happens, we have 
only ^‘thinking,” not accomplished knowledge. Hence, 
logically, the existential relations play the role of fact, and 
the relation of signification that of idea, distinguished 
from fact and yet, if valid, to hold of fact. In other words, 
“ideas” is a term capable of assuming any definition which 
is logically appropriate — say, meaning. It need not have 
anything to do with the conception of little subjective en- 
tities or psychical stuffs. 

This appears quite clearly in the following quotation: 
“It is the ice which means that it will cool the water, just 
as much as it is the ice which does cool the water when 
put into it.” There isj however, a possible ambiguity in the 
statement. That the “ice” (the thing regarded as ice) sug- 
gests cooling is as real as is a case oi actual cooling. But, 
of course, not every suggestion is valid. The “ice” may 
be a crystal, and it will not cool water at all. So far as it is 
already certain that this is ice, and also certain that ice, 
tmder all circumstances, cools water, the meaning-relation 
stands on the same level as the physical, being not merely 
suggested, but part of the facts ascertained. It is not a 



EXPERIMENTAL VERIFICATION 94i 

meaning-^relation as such at all. We already have truth; 
the entire work of knowing as logical is done; we have no 
longer the relation characteristic of reflective situations. 
Here again the implication of the thinking situation is of 
some “correspondence” or “agreement” between two sets 
of distinguished relations ; the problem of valid determina- 
tion remains the central question of any theory of knowing 
in its relation to facts and truth. 

I hope the above statement of the difficulty, however 
inadequate, will serve at least to indicate that a functional 
logic inherits the problem in question and does not create 
it; that it has never for a moment denied the prima jade 
working distinction between “ideas,” “thoughts,” and 
“facts,” “existences,” “the environment,” or the neces- 
sity of a control of meaning by facts. It is concerned not 
with denying, but with understanding. What is denied is 
not the genuineness of the problem of the terms in which 
it is stated, but the reality and value of the orthodox in- 
terpretation. What is insisted upon is the relative, instru^ 
mental, or working character of the distinction — that it is 
a logical distinction, instituted and maintained in the in- 
terests of intelligence, with all that intelligence imports in 
the fexercise of the life functions. 

It may prove convenient to take an illustration of a 
man lost in the woods, taking this case as typical of any 
reflective situation in so far as it involves perplexity — ^a 
problem to be solved. The problem is to find a correct idea 
of the way home — a practical idea or plan of action which 
will lead to success, or the realization of the purpose to get 
home. Now the critics of the experimental theory of logic 
make the point that this practical idea, the truth of which 
is evidenced in the successful meeting of a need, is de- 
pendent for its success upon a purely presentative idea, 
that of the existent environment, whose validity has noth^ 



942 knowledge, science AND TRUTH 

ing to do with success but depends on agreement with the 
given state of affairs. It is said that what makes a man’s 
idea of his environment true is its agreement with the ac- 
tual environment, and “generally a true idea in any situr 
ation consists in its agreement with reality.” I have al- 
ready indicated my acceptance of this formula. But it was 
long my misfortune not to be possessed offhand of those 
perfectly clear notions of just what is meant in thiai 
formula by the terms “idea,” “existence,” and “agree-\ 
ment” which are possessed by other writers on episte- 
mology; and when I analyzed these notions I found the 
distinction between the practical idea and the theoretical 
not fixed nor final, and I found a somewhat startling simi- 
larity between the notions of “success” and “agreement.” 

Just what is the environment of which an idea is to be 
formed: i.e., what is the intellectual content or objective 
detail to be assigned to the term “environment”? It can 
hardly mean the actual visible environment — the trees, 
rocks, etc., which a man is actually looking at. These 
things are there and it seems superfluous to form an idea 
of them; moreover, the wayfaring man, though lost, would 
have to be an unusually perverse fool if under such cir- 
cumstances he were unable to form an idea (supposing he 
chose to engage in this luxury) in agreement with these 
facts. The environment must be a larger environment than 
the visible facts; it must include things not within the di- 
rect ken of the lost man; it must, for instance, extend 
from where he is now to his home, or to the point from 
which he started. It must include unperceived elements in 
their contrast with the perceived. Otherwise the man 
would not be lost. Now we arc at once struck with the 
facts that the lost man has no alternative except either to 
wander aimlessly or else to conceive this inclusive environ- 
ment; and that this conception is just what is meant by 
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idea. It is not some little psychical entity or piece of con- 
sciousness-stuff, but is tke interpretation of the locaUy 
present environment in reference to its absent portion, 
that part to which it is referred as another part so as to 
give a view of a whole* Just how such an idea would differ 
from one^s plan of action in finding one’s way, I do not 
know. For one’s plan (if it be really a plan, a method) is a 
conception of what is given in its hypothetical relations to 
what is not given, employed as a guide to that act which 
results in the absent being also given. It is a map con- 
structed with one’s self lost and one’s self found, whether 
at starting or at home again, as its two limits. If this map 
in its specific character is not also the only guide to the 
way home, one’s only plan of action, then I hope I may 
never be lost. It is the practical facts of being lost and de^ 
siring to be found which constitute the limits and the 
content of the “environment.” 

Then comes the test of agreement of the idea and the 
environment. Supposing the individual stands still and at- 
tempts to compare his idea with the reality, with what 
reality is he to compare it? Not with the presented reality, 
for that reality is the reality of himself lost; not with the 
complete reality, for at this stage of proceedings he has 
only the idea to stand for the complete theory. What kind 
of comparison is possible or desirable then, save to treat 
the mental layout of the whole situation as a working hy- 
pothesis, as a plan of action, and proceed to act upon it, 
to use it as a director and controller of one’s divagations 
instead of stumbling blindly around until one is either ex- 
hausted or accidentally gets out? Now suppose one uses 
the idea — that is to say, the present facts projected into a 
whole in the light of absent facts— as a guide of action. 
Suppose, by means of its specifications, one works one’s 
way along until one comes upon familiar ground — ^finds 



944 KNOWLEDGE, SCIENCE AND TRUTH 

one^s self. Now, one may say, my idea was right, it was in 
accord with facts; it agrees with reality. That is, acted 
upon sincerely, it has led to the desired conclusion; it has, 
through action, worked out the state of things which it 
contemplated or intended. The agreement, correspondence, 
is between purpose, plan, and its own execution, fulfill- 
ment; between a map of a course constructed for the sake 
of guiding behavior and the result attained in acting upon 
the indications of the map. Just how does such agreement 
differ from success? 

If we exclude acting upon the idea, no conceivable 
amount or kind of intellectualistic procedure can confirm 
or refute an idea, or throw any light upon its validity. 
How does the non-pragmatic view consider that verifica- 
tion takes place? Does it suppose that we first look a long 
while at the facts and then a long time at the idea, until 
by some magical process the degree and kind of their 
agreement become visible? Unless there is some such con- 
ception as this, what conception of agreement is possible 
except the experimental or practical one? And if it be ad- 
mitted that verification involves action, how can that ac- 
tion be relevant to the truth of an idea, unless the idea is 
itself already relevant to action? If by acting in ac- 
cordance with the experimental definition of facts (viz., as 
obstacles and conditions), and the experimental definition 
of the end or intent (viz., as plan and method of action) a 
harmonized situation effectually presents itself, we have 
the adequate and the only conceivable verification of the 
intellectual factors. If the action indicated be carried out 
and the disordered or disturbed situation persists, then we 
have not merely confuted the tentative positions of intelli- 
gence, but we have in the very process of acting intro- 
duced new data and eliminated some of the old ones, and 
thus afforded an opportunity for the resurvey of the facts 
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and the revision of the plan of action. By acting faithfully 
upon an inadequate reflective presentation, we have at 
least secured the elements for its improvement. This, of 
course, gives no absolute guaranty that the reflection will 
at any time be so performed as to prove its validity in 
fact. But the self-rectiflcation of intellectual content 
through acting upon it in good faith is the “absolute” of 
knowledge, loyalty to which is the religion of intellect. 

IV • Pure and Applied Science* 

Knowledge is a word of various meanings. Et3anologi- 
cally, “science” may signify tested and authentic instance 
of knowledge. But knowledge has also a meaning more 
liberal and more humane. It signij&es events understood, 
events so discriminately penetrated by thought that mind 
is literally at home in them. It means comprehension, or 
inclusive reasonable agreement. What is sometimes termed 
“applied” science, may then be more truly science than is 
what is conventionally called pure science. For it is di- 
rectly concerned with not just instrumentalities, but in- 
strumentalities at work in effecting modifications of ex- 
istence in behalf of conclusions that are reflectively pre- 
ferred. Thus conceived the characteristic subject-matter 
of knowledge consists of fulfilling objects, which as fulfill- 
ments arc connected with a history to which they give 
character. Thus conceived, knowledge exists in engineer- 
ing, medicine and the social arts more adequately than it 
docs in mathematics, and physics. Thus conceived, history 
and anthropology are scientific in a sense in which bodies 
of inf<»’mation that stop short with general formulae are 
not. 

“Application” is a hard word for many to accept. It 
suggests some extraneous tool ready-^made and complete 

* From Experience and Nature, pp. 161-165. 
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which is then put to uses that are external to its nature. 
To call the arts applications of science is then to intro** 
duce something foreign to the sciences which the latter 
irrelevantly and accidentally serve. Since the application 
is in human use, convenience, enjoyment and improve- 
ment, this view of application as something external and 
arbitrary reflects and strengthens the theories which de- 
tach man from nature, which, in the language of philoso- 
phy, oppose subject and object. But if we free ourselves 
from preconceptions, application of ‘^science” means ap- 
plication in, not application to. Application in something 
signifies a more extensive interaction of natural events 
with one another, an elimination of distance and ob- 
stacles; provision of opportunities for interactions that re- 
veal potentialities previously hidden and that bring into 
existence new histories with new initiations and endings. 
Engineering, medicine, social arts realize relationships 
that were unrealized in actual existences. Surely in their 
new context the latter sxe understood or known as they 
are not in isolation. Prejudice against the abstract, as 
something remote and technical, is often irrational; but 
th^e is sense in the conviction that in the abstract there 
is something lacking which should be recovered. The se- 
rious objection to ^^applied^^ science lies in limitation of 
the application, as to private profit and class advantage. 

“Pure*^ science is of necessity relational and abstract: 
it fulfills its meaning and gains full truth when included 
within a course of concrete events. The proposition that 
<<pure’’ science is non-existential is a tacit admission that 
only “applied*' science is existential. Therefore, more than 
history and anthropology lose all scientific standing when 
Standards of “purity" are set up as ultimate— all sdenccs 
of existential events lose standing. There is superstitious 
awe reflected in the current estimate of science. If we oould 
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free ourselves from a somewhat abject emotion, it would 
be clear enough that what makes any proposition scientific 
is its power to yield understanding, insight, intellectual at- 
homeness, in connection with any existential state of af- 
fairs, by filling events with coherent and tested meanings. 
The case of history is typical and basic. Upon the current 
view, it is a waste of time to discuss whether there can be 
such a. thing as a science of history. History and science 
are by definition at opposite poles. And yet if all natural 
existences are histories, divorce between history and the 
logical mathematical schemes which are the appropriate 
objects of pure science, terminates in the conclusion that 
of existences there is no science, no adequate knowledge. 

Aside from mathematics, all knowledge is historic; 
chemistry, geology, physiology, as well as anthropology 
and those human events to which, arrogantly, we usually 
restrict the title of history. Only as science is seen to be 
fulfilled and brought to itself in intelligent management 
of historical processes in their continuity can man be en- 
visaged as within nature, and not as a supernatural extra- 
polation. Just because nature is what it is, history is 
capable of being more truly known — ^understood, intellec- 
tually realized — than are mathematical and physical ob- 
jects. Do what we can, there always remains something 
recondite and remote in the latter, until they are restored 
in the course of affairs from which they have been se- 
questrated. While the humanizing of science contributes 
to the life of humanity, it is even more required in behalf ^ 
Of science, in order that it may be intelligible, simple and 
clear; in order that it may have that correspondence with 
reality which true knowledge claims for itself. 

One can understand the s^timent that animates the 
bias of scientific inquirers against the idea that all science 
is ultimately applied. It is justified m the sense in which 
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it is intended; for it is directed against two conceptions 
which are harmful, but which, also, are irrelevant to the 
position here taken. One of these conceptions is that the 
concern or personal motive of the inquirer should be in 
each particular inquiry some specific practical application. 
This is just as it happens to be. Doubtless many im- 
portant scientific discoveries have been thus instigated, 
but that is an incident of human history rather than of sci- 
entific inquiry as such. And upon the whole, or if this ani- 
mating interest were to become general, the undoubted 
effect is limitation of inquiry and thereby in the end of 
the field of application. It marks a recurrence to the 
dogma of fixed predetermined ends, while emancipation 
from the influence of this dogma has been the chief service 
rendered modem scientific methods. 

The evil thus effected is increased by the second notion, 
namely, that application is identical with “commercial- 
ized’’ use. It is an incident of human history, and a rather 
appalling incident, that applied science has been so largely 
made an equivalent of use for private and economic class 
purposes and privileges. When inquiry is narrowed by 
such motivation or interest, the consequence is in so far 
disastrous both to science and to human life. But this 
limitation does not spring from nor attach to the concep- 
tion of “application” which has been just presented. It 
springs from defects and perversions of morality as that 
is embodied in institutions and their effects upon per- 
* sonal disposition. It may be questioned whether the no- 
tion that science is pure in the sense of being concerned 
exclusively with a realm of objects detached from humar 
concerns has not conspired to reinforce this moral de 
ficiency. For in effect it has established another class in- 
terest, that of intellectualists and aloof specialists. And 
it is of the nature of any class interest to generate and 
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confirm other class interests, since division and isolation in 
a world of continuities are always reciprocal. The institu* 
tion of an interest labelled ideal and idealistic in isolation 
tends of necessity to evoke and strengthen other interests 
lacking ideal quality. The genuine interests of **pure^^ 
science are served only by broadening the idea of appli- 
cation to include all phases of liberation and enrichment 
of human experience. 

V • Social Science and Social Control* 

It would require a technical survey, which would be out 
of place here, to prove that^the existing limitations of “so- 
cial science” are due mainly to unreasoning devotion to 
physical science as a model, and to a misconception of 
physical science at that. Without making any such sur- 
vey, attention may be directly called to one outstanding 
difference between physical and social facts. The ideal of 
the knowledge dealing with the former is the elimination 
of all factors dependent upon distinctively human re- 
sponse. “Fact,” physically speaking, is the ultimate resi- 
due after human purposes, desires, emotions, ideas and 
ideals have been S3rstematically excluded. A social “fact,” 
on the other hand, is a concretion in external form of pre- 
cisely these human factors. 

An occurrence is a physical fact only when its constitu- 
ents and their relations remain the same, irrespective of 
the human attitude toward them. A species of mosquitoes 
is the carrier of the germs of malaria, whether we like or 
dislike malaria. Drainage and oil-spraying to destroy mos- 
quitoes are a social fact because their use depends upon 
human purpose and desire. A steam locomotive or a dy- 
namo is a physical fact in its structure; it is a social fact 
when its existence depends upon the desire for rapid and 

♦ From The New Republic, July 29, 1931. 
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cheap transportation md communication. The machine 
itself may be understood physically without refemnce to 
human aim and motive. But the railway or public-utility 
system cannot be understood without reference to human 
purposes and human consequences. 

I may illustrate the present practice of slavishly follow- 1 
ing the technique of physical science and the uselessness I 
of its results by the present zeal for “fact finding.^^ Of 
course, one cannot think, understand and plan without a 
basis of fact, and since facts do not lie around in plain 
view, they have to be discovered. But for the most part, 
the data which now are so carefully sought and so elabo- 
rately scheduled are not social facts at all. For their con- 
nection with any system of human purposes and conse- 
quences, their bearing as means and as results upon hu- 
man action, are left out of the picture. At best they arc 
mere physical and external facts. They are unlike the facts 
of physical science, because the latter are found by meth- 
ods which make their interrelations and their laws ap- 
parent, while the facts of social “fact finding” remain a 
miscellaneous pile of meaningless items. Since their con- 
nections with human wants and their effect on human 
values are neglected, there is nothing which binds them to- 
gether into an intelligible whole. 

It may be retorted that to connect facts with human de- 
sires and their effect upon human values is subjective and 
moral, and to an extent that makes it impossible to estab- 
lish any conclusions upon an objective basis: that to at- 
tempt inference on this point would land us in a morass 
of speculative opinion. Suppose, for example, all the facts 
about the working of the prohibition law and its enforce- 
ment were much more completely known than they are; 
even so, to establish a connection between these facts and 
the human attitudes lying back of them would be a matter . 
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of guesswork. As things stand, there is much force in the 
objection. But if made universal, it would overlook the 
possibility of another kind of situation. 

Wherever purposes are employed deliberately and sys- 
tematically for the sake of certain desired social results, 
there it is possible, within limits, to determine the connec- 
tion between the human factor and the actual occurrence, 
and thus to get a complete social fact, namely, the actual 
external occurrence in its human relationships. Prohibi- 
tion, whether noble or not, is not an experiment in any 
intelligent scientific sense of the term. For it was under- 
taken without the effort to obtain the conditions of control 
which are essential to any experimental determination of 
fact. The Five Year Plan of Russia, on the other hand, 
whether noble or the reverse, has many of the traits of a 
social experiment, for it is an attempt to obtain certain 
specified social results by the use of specified definite 
measures, exercised under conditions of considerable, if 
not complete, control. 

The point I am making may be summed up by saying . 
that it is a complete error to suppose that efforts at social 
control depend upon the prior existence of a social science 
The reverse is the case. The building up of social science, 
that is, of a body of knowledge in which facts are ascer-* 
tained in their significant relations, is dependent upon put- 
ting social plannmg into effect. It is at this point that the 
misconception about physical science, when it is taken as 
a model for social knowledge, is important. Physical sdv 
ence did not develop because inquirers piled up a mass ol 
facts about observed phenomena. It came into being when 
men intentionally experimented, on the basis of ideas and 
hypotheses, with observed phenomena to modify them and 
disclose new observations. This process is self-corrective 
and self-developing. Imperfect and even wrong hypothe- 
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ses, when acted upon, brought to light significant phenom- 
ena which made improved ideas and improved experimen- 
tations possible. The change from a passive and accumu- 
lative attitude into an active and productive one is the 
secret revealed by the progress of physical inquiry. Men 
obtained knowledge of natural energies by tr 3 dng delib- j 
erately to control the conditions of their operation. The 
result was knowledge, and then control on a larger scale 
by the application of what was learned. 

It is a commonplace of logical theory that laws are of 
the ‘4f-then” type. 7/ something occurs, tAen something 
else happens; if certain conditions exist, they are ac- 
companied by certain other conditions. Such knowledge 
alone is knowledge of a fact in any intelligible sense of the 
word. Although we have to act in order to discover the 
conditions underlying the in physical matters, yet 
the material constituting the “if” is there apart from our 
action; like the movements of sun and earth in an eclipse. 
But in social phenomena the relation is: “If we do some- 
thing, something else will happen.” The objective mate- 
rial constituting the “if*’ belongs to us, not to something 
wholly independent of us. We are concerned, not with a 
bare relation of cause and effect, but with one of means 
and consequences, that is, of causes deliberately used for 
the sake of producing certain effects. As far as we . inten- 
tionally do and make, we shall know; as far as we “know” 
without making, our so-called knowledge is a miscellany, 
or at most antiquarian, and hence without relevance to 
future planning. Only the knowledge which is itself the 
fruit of a technology can breed further technology. 

I want to make the same point with reference to social 
prediction. Here, too, the assumption is generally made 
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that we must be able to predict before we can plan and 
control. Here again the reverse is the case. We can pre- 
dict the occurrence of an eclipse precisely because we can- 
not contrd it. If we could control it, we could not predict, 
except contingently; just as we can predict a collision 
when we see two trains approaching on the same track — 
provided that a human being does not foresee the possi- 
bility and take measures to avert its happening. The other 
day I ran across a remark of Alexander Hamilton’s to the 
effect that instead of awaiting an event to know what 
measures to take, we should take measures to bring the 
event to pass. And I would add that only then can we 
genuinely forecast the future in the world of social mat- 
ters. 

Empirical, rule-of-thumb practices were the mothers of 
the arts. But the practices of the arts were in turn the 
source of science, when once the empirical methods were 
freed in imagination and used with some degree of free^ 
dom of experimentation. There cannot be a science of an 
art until the art has itself made some advance, and the 
significant development occurs when men intentionally 
try to use such art as they have already achieved in order 
to obtain results which they conceive to be desirable. If 
we have no social technique at all, it is impossible to bring 
planning and control into being. If we do have at hand a 
reasonable amount of technique, then it is by deliberately 
using what we have that we shall in the end develop a de- 
pendable body of social knowledge. If we want foresight, 
we shall not obtain it by any amount of fact finding so 
long as we disregard the human aims and desires produc- 
ing the facts which we find. But if we decide upon what 
we want socially, what sort of social consequences we wish 
to occur, and then use whatever means we possess to effect 
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these intended consequence, we shall find the road that 
leads to foresight. Forethought and planning must come 
before foreight. 

I am not arguing here for the desirability of social 
planning and control. That is another question. Those who 
are satisfied with preent conditions and who are hopeful/ 
of turning them to account for personal profit and power! 
will answer it in the negative. What I am saying is that if \ 
we want something to which the name “social science” 
may be given, there is only one way to go about it, 
namely, by entering upon the path of social planning and 
control. Observing, collecting, recording and filing tomeis 
of social phenomena without deliberately trying to do 
something to bring a desired state of society into existence 
only encourages a conflict of opinion and dogma in their 
interpretation. If the social situation out of which these 
facts emerge is itself confused and chaotic because it ex- 
presses socially unregulated purpose and haphazard pri- 
vate intent, the facts themselves will be confused, and we 
shall add only intellectual confusion to practical disorder. 
When we deliberately employ whatever skill we possess in 
order to serve the ends which we desire, we shall be^n 
to attain a measure of at least intellectual order and un- 
derstanding. And if past history teaches anything, it is 
that with intellectual order we have the surest possible 
promise of advancement to practical order. 



CHAPTER NINETEEN 


THE ARTISTIC-ESTHETIC IN 
EXPERIENCE 

I • The Roots of Esthetic Experience’*' 

WHY is the attempt to connect the higher and ideal 
things of experience with basic vital roots so often re- 
garded as betrayal of their nature and denial of their 
value? Why is there repulsion when the high achievements 
of fine art are brought into connection with common life, 
the life that we share with all living creatures? Why is 
life thought of as an affair of low appetite, or at its best 
a thing of gross sensation, and ready to sink from its best 
to the level of lust and harsh cruelty? A complete answer 
to the question wbuld involve the writing of a history of 
morals that would set forth the conditions that have 
brought about contempt for the body, fear of the senses, 
and the opposition of flesh to spirit. 

One aspect of this history is so relevant to our problem 
that it must receive at least passing notice. The institu- 
tional life of mankind is marked by disorganization. This 
disorder is often disguised by the fact that it takes the 
form of static division into classes, and this static separa- 
tion is accepted as the vejy essence of order as long as it 
is so fixed and so accepted as not to generate open con- 
flict. Life is compartmentalized and the institutionalized 
compartments are classified as high and as low; theii 

♦ From Art as Experience, pp, 13-23. 
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values as profane and spintual, as material and Ideal. In- 
terests are related to one another externally and mechanic 
cally, through a system of checks and balances. Since 
religion, morals, politics, business has each its own com- 
partment, within which it is fitting each should remain, 
art, too, must have its peculiar and private realm. Com-| 
partmentalization of occupations and interests brings 
about separation of that mode of activity commonly called] 
“practice” from insight, of imagination from executive 
doing, of significant purpose from work, of emotion from 
thought and doing. Each of these has, too, its own place in 
which it must abide. Those who write the anatomy of 
experience then suppose that these divisions inhere in the 
very constitution of human nature. 

Of much of our experience as it is actually lived under 
present economic and legal institutional conditions, it is 
only too true that these separations hold. Only occasion- 
ally in the lives of many are the senses fraught with the 
sentiment that comes from deep realization of intrinsic 
meanings. We undergo sensations as mechanical stimuli 
or as irritated stimulations, without having a sense of the 
reality that is in them and behind them: in much of our 
experience our different senses do not unite to tell a com- 
mon and enlarged story. We see without feeling; we hear, 
but only a second-hand report, second-hand because not re- 
enforced by vision. We touch, but the contact remains 
tangential because it does not fuse with qualities of senses 
that go below the surface. We use the senses to arouse 
passion but not to fulfill the interest of insight, not be- 
cause that interest is not potentially present in the exer- 
cise of sense but because we yield to conditions of living 
that force sense to remain an excitation on the surface. 
Prestige goes to those who use their minds without par- 
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ticipation of the body and who act vicariously through 
control of the bodies and labor of others. 

Under such conditions, sense and flesh get a bad name. 
The moralist, however, has a truer sense of the intimate 
connections of sense with the rest of our being than has 
the professional psychologist and philosopher, although 
his sense of these connections takes a direction that re- 
verses the potential facts of our living in relation to the 
environment. Psychologist and philosopher have in recent 
times been so obsessed with the problem of knowledge that 
they have treated “sensations” as mere elements of knowl- 
edge. The moralist knows that sense is allied with emo- 
tion, impulse and appetition. So he denounces the lust of 
the eye as part of the surrender of spirit to flesh. He iden- 
tifies the sensuous with the sensual and the sensual with 
the lewd. His moral theory is askew, but at least he is 
aware that the eye is not an imperfect telescope designed 
for intellectual reception of material to bring about knowl- 
edge of distant objects. 

“Sense” covers a wide range of contents: the sensory, 
the sensational, the sensitive, the sensible, and the senti- 
mental, along with the sensuous. It includes almost every- 
thing from bare physical and emotional shock to sense 
itself — that is, the meaning of things present in immediate 
experience. Each term refers to some real phase and as- 
pect of the life of an organic creature as- life occurs 
through sense organs. But sense, as meaning so directly 
embodied in experience as to be its own illuminated mean- 
ing, is the only signification that expresses the function of 
sense organs when they are carried to full realization. The 
senses are the organs through which the live creature par- 
ticipates directly in the ongoings of the world about him. 
In this participation the varied wonder and splendor of 
this world are made actual for him in the qualities he ex- 
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perieoces. This material cannot be opposed to action, for 
motor apparatus and “will” itself are the means by which 
this participation is carried on directed. It cannot be 
opF)osed to “intellect,” for mind is the means by which 
participation is rendered fruitful through sense; by whid^ 
meanings and values are extracted, retained, and put t| 
further service in the intercourse of the live creature witn 
his surroundings. ' 

Experience is the result, the sign, and the reward of that', 
interaction of organism and environment which, when it \ 
is carried to the full, is a transformation of interaction into 
participation and communication. Since sense-organs with 
their connected motor apparatus are the means of this 
participation, any and every derogation of them, whether 
practical or theoretical, is at once effect and cause of a 
narrowed and dulled life-experience. Oppositions of mind 
and body, soul and matter, spirit and flesh all have their 
origin, fundamentally, in fear of what life may bring 
forth. They are marks of contraction and withdrawal. Full 
recognition, therefore, of the continuity of the organs, 
needs and basic impulses of the human creature with his 
animal forbears, implies no necessary reduction of man 
to the level of the brutes. On the contrary, it makes pos- 
sible the drawing of a ground-plan of human experience 
upon which is erected the superstructure of man^s mar- 
velous and distinguishing experience. What is distinctive 
in man makes it possible for him to sink below the level 
of the beasts. It also makes it possible for him to carry 
to new and unprecedented heights that unity of sense and 
impulse, of brain and eye and ear, that is exemplified in 
animal life, saturating it with the consdous meanings de- 
rived from communication and deliberate expression. 

While man is other than bird and beast, he shares basic 
vital functions with them and has to make the same basal 
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adjustments if he is to continue the process of living. Hav^ 
ing the same vital needs, man derives the means by which 
he breathes, moves, looks and listens, the very brain with 
which he coordinates his senses and his movements, from 
his animal forbears. The organs with which he maintains 
himself in being are not of himself alone, but by the grace 
of struggles and achievements of a long line of animal an- 
cestry. 

Fortunately a theory of the place of the esthetic in ex- 
perience does not have to lose itself in minute details when 
it starts with experience in its elemental form. Broad •out- 
lines suffice. The first great consideration is that life goes 
on in an environment; not merely in it but because of it, 
through interaction with it. No creature lives merely under 
its skin; its subcutaneous organs are means of connection 
with what lies beyond its bodily frame, and to which, in 
order to live, it must adjust itself, by accommodation and 
defense but also by conquest. At every moment, the living 
creature is exposed to dangers from its surroundings, and 
at every moment, it must draw upon something in its sur- 
roundings to satisfy its needs. The career and destiny of a 
living being are bound up with its interchanges with its 
environment, not externally but in the most intimate way. 

The growl of a dog crouching over his food, bis howl in 
time of loss and loneliness, the wagging of his tail at the 
return of his human friend are expressions of the implica- 
tion of a living creature in a natural medium which in- 
cludes man along with the animal he has domesticated. 
Every need, say hunger for fresh air or food, is a lack that 
denotes at least a temporary absence of adequate adjust- 
ment with surroundings. But it is also a demand, a reach- 
ing out into the environment to make good the lack and 
to restore adjustment by building at least a temporary 
equilibrium. Life itself consists of phases in which the or- 
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ganism falls out of step with the march of surrounding 
things and then recovers unison with it--either through 
effort or by some happy chance. And, in a growing life, 
the recovery is never mere return to a prior state, for it is 
enriched by the state of disparity and resistance through 
which it has successfully passed. If the gap between orj 
ganism and environment is too wide, the creature dies! 
If its activity is not enhanced by the temporary alienation,! 
it merely subsists. Life grows when a temporary falling\ 
out is a transition to a more extensive balance of the en- 
ergies of the organism with those of the conditions under 
which it lives. 

These biological commonplaces are something more 
than that; they reach to the roots of the esthetic in ex- 
perience. The world is full of things that are indifferent 
and even hostile to life; the very processes by which life 
is maintained tend to throw it out of gear with its sur- 
roundings. Nevertheless, if life continues and if in con- 
tinuing it expands, there is an overcoming of factors of 
opposition and conflict; there is a transformation of them 
into differentiated aspects of a higher powered and more 
significant life. The marvel of organic, of vital, adaptation 
through expansion (instead of by contraction and passive 
accommodation) actually takes place. Here in germ are 
balance and harmony attained through rhythm. Equi- 
librium comes about not mechanically and inertly but 
out of, and because of, tension. 

There is in nature, even below the level of life, some- 
thing more than mere flux and change. Form is arrived at 
whenever a stable, even though moving, equilibrium is 
reached. Changes interlock and sustain one another. 
Wherever there is this coherence there is endurance. Order 
is not imposed from without but is made out of the dela- 
tions of harmonious interactions that energies bear to one 
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another. Because it is active (not anything static because 
foreign to what goes on) order itself develops. It comes to 
include within its balanced movement a greater variety of 
changes. 

Order cannot but be admirable in a world constantly 
threatened with disorder — in a world where living crea- 
tures can go on living only by taking advantage of what- 
ever order exists about them, incorporating it into them- 
selves. In a world like ours, every living creature that at- 
tains sensibility welcomes order with a response of har- 
monious feeling whenever it finds a congruous order 
about it. 

For only when an organism shares in the ordered rela- 
tions of its environment does it secure the stability essen- 
tial to living. And when the participation comes after a 
phase of disruption and conflict, it bears within itself the 
germs of a consummation akin to the esthetic. 

There are two sorts of possible worlds in which esthetic 
experience would not occur. In a world of mere flux, 
change would not be cumulative; it would not move to- 
ward a close. Stability and rest would have no being. 
Equally is it true, however, that a world that is finished, 
ended, would have no traits of suspense and crisis, and 
would offer no opportunity for resolution. Where every- 
thing is already complete, there is no fulfillment. We en- 
visage with pleasure Nirvana and a uniform heavenly bliss 
only because they are project^ed upon the background of 
our present world of stress and conflict. Because the ac- 
tual world, that in which we live, is a combination of 
movement and culmination, of breaks and re-unions, the 
experience of a living creature is capable of esthetic qual- 
ity. The live being recurrently loses and reestablishes equi- 
librium with his surroundings. The moment of passage 
from disturbance into harmony is that of intensest life. In 
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a finished world, sleep and waking could not be distin- 
guished. In one wholly perturbed, conditions could not 
even be struggled with. In a world made after the pattern 
of ours, moments of fulfillment punctuate experience with 
rhythmically enjoyed intervals, ; 

It is mere ignorance that leads to the supposition thajt 
connection of art and esthetic perception with experience 
signifies a lowering of their significance and dignity. ExA 
perience in the degree in which it is expericn^fe is height- \ 
ened vitality. Instead of signifying being shut up within \ 
one’s own private feelings and sensations, it signifies ac- 
tive and alert commerce with the world; at its height it 
signifies complete interpenetration of self and the world of 
objects and events. Instead of signifying surrender to ca- 
price and disorder, it affords our sole demonstration of a 
stability that is not stagnation but is rhythmic and devel- 
oping. Because experience is the fulfillment of an organism 
in its struggles and achievements in a world of things, it 
is art in germ. Even in its rudimentary forms, it contains 
the promise of that delightful perception which is esthetic 
experience. 

* II • The E3q)erience of Esthetic Quality* 

Experience occurs continuously, because the interaction 
of live creature 3iid environing conditions is involved in 
the very process of living. Under conditions of resistance 
and conflict, aspects and elements of the self and the 
world that are implicated in this interaction qualify ex- 
perience with emotions and ideas so that ccmscious intaat 
emerges. Oftentimes, however, the experience had is in- 
choate. Things are experienced but not in such a way that 
they are composed into inexperience. There are distractiem 
and di^rsion ; what we observe and what we think, what 

* From Art as Experience, pp. 35-45. 
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we desire and what to get, are at odds with each other. 
We put our hands to the plow and turn back; to start 
and then we stop, not because the experience has reached 
the end for the sake of which it was initiated but because 
of extraneous interruptions or of inner lethargy. 

In contrast with such experience, we have an experience 
when the material experienced runs its course to fulfill- 
ment. Then and then only is it integrated within and de- 
marcated in the general stream of experience from other 
experiences. A piece of work is finished in a way that is 
satisfactory; a problem receives its solution; a game is 
played through; a situation, whether that of eating a 
meal, playing a game of chess, carrying on a conversation, 
writing a book, or taking part in a political campaign, is 
so rounded out that its close is a consummation and not a 
cessation. Such an experience is a whole and carries with 
it its own individualizing quality and self-sufficiency. It is 
an experience. 

Philosophers, even empirical philosophers, have spoken 
for the most part of experience at large. Idiomatic speech, 
however, refers to experiences each of which is singular, 
having its own beginning and end. For life is no uniform 
uninterrupted march or flow. It is a thing of histories, 
each with its own plot, its own inception and movement 
toward its close, each having its own particular rh3rthmic 
movement; each with its own unrepeated quality pervad- 
ing it throughout. A flight of stairs, mechanical as it is, 
proceeds by individualized steps, not by undifferentiated 
progression, and an inclined plane is at least marked off 
from other things by abrupt discreteness. 

Experience in this vital sense is defined by those situa- 
tions and episodes that we spontaneously refer to as being 
^^real experiences” ; those things of which we say in recall- 
ing them, ‘‘that an experience.” It may have been 
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something of tremendous importanci — a quarrel with one 
who was once an intimate, a catastrophe finally averted 
by a hair's breadth. Or it may have been something that 
in comparison was slight — and which perhaps because of 
its very slightness illustrates all the better what is to 
an experience. There is that meal in a Paris restaurant ^f 
which one says '^that was an experience." It stands out ^ 
an enduring memorial of what food may be. Then there 
that storm one went through in crossing the Atlantic — ^th^ 
storm that seemed in its fury, as it was experienced, to\ 
sum up in itself all that a storm can be, complete in itself/ 
standing out because marked out from what went before 
and what came after. 

In such experiences, every successive part flows freely, 
without seam and without unfilled blanks, into what en- 
sues. At the same time there is no sacrifice of the self- 
identity of the parts. A river, as distinct from a pond, 
flows. But its flow gives a definiteness and interest to its 
successive portions greater than exist in the homogenous 
portions of a pond. In an experience, flow is from some- 
thing to something. As one part leads into another and as 
one part carries on what went before, each gains distinct- 
ness in itself. The enduring whole is diversified by succes- 
sive phases that arc emphases of its varied colors. 

Because of continuous merging, there are no holes, me- 
chanical junctions, and dead centers when we have an ex- 
perience. There are pauses, places of rest, but they punc- 
tuate and define the quality of movement. They sum up 
what has been undergone and prevent its dissipation and 
idle evaporation. Continued acceleration is breathless and 
prevents parts from gainingtdistinction. In a work of art, 
different acts, episodes, occurrences melt and fuse into 
unify, and yet do not disappear and lose their own charac- 
ter as they do so — ^just as in a genial conversation there is 
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a continuous interchange and blending, and yet each 
speaker not only retains his own character but manifests it 
more clearly than is his wont. 

An experience has a unity that gives it its name, that 
meal, that storm, that rupture of friendship. The existence 
of this unity is constituted by a single quality that per- 
vades the entire experience in spite of the variation of its 
constituent parts. This unity is neither emotional, .practi- 
cal, nor intellectual, for these terms name distinctions that 
reflection can make within it. In discourse about an experi- 
ence, we must make use of these adjectives of interpreta- 
tion. In going over an experience in mind ajter its occur- 
rence, we may find that one property rather than another 
was sufficiently dominant so that it characterizes the ex- 
perience as a whole. There are absorbing inquiries and 
speculations which a scientific man and philosopher will 
recall as ‘^experiences” in the emphatic sense. In final im- 
port they are intellectual. But in their actual occurrence 
they were emotional as well; they were purposive and vo- 
litional. Yet the experience was not a sum of these differ- 
ent characters; they were lost in it as distinctive traits. 
No thinker can ply his occupation save as he is lured and 
rewarded by total integral experiences that are intrinsi- 
cally worth while. Without them he would never know 
what it is really to think and would be completely at a 
loss in distinguishing real thought from the spurious ar- 
ticle. Thinking goes on in trains of ideas, but the ideas 
form a train only because they are much more than what 
an analytic psychology calls ideas. They are phases, emo- 
tionally and practically distinguished, of a developing un- 
derlying quality; they are its moving variations, not sepa- 
rate and independent like Locke’s and Hume’s so-called 
ideas and impressions, but are subtle shadings of a pervad- 
ing and developing hue. 
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Bence an experience of thinking has its ovm esthetic 
quality. It differs from those experiences that are acknowl** 
edged to be esthetic, but only in its materials. The mate- 
rial of the fine arts consists of qualities; that of experience 
having intellectual conclusion are signs or symbols having 
no intrinsic quality of their own, but standing for things 
that may in another experience be qualitatively expert 
enced..The difference is enormous. It is one reason whyl 
the strictly intellectual art will never be popular as music\ 
is popular. Nevertheless, the experience itself has a satis- \ 
fying emotional quality because it possesses internal inte- 
gration and fulfillment reached through ordered and or- 
ganized movement. This artistic structure may be immedi- 
ately felt. In so far, it is esthetic. What is even more im- 
portant is that not only is this quality a significant motive 
in undertaking intellectual inquiry and in keeping it hon- 
est, but that no intellectual activity is an integral event 
(is an experience) unless it is rounded out with this qual- 
ity. Without it, thinking is inconclusive. In short, esthetic 
cannot be sharply marked off from intellectual experience 
since the latter must bear an esthetic stamp to be itself 
complete. 

The same statement holds good of a course of action 
that is dominantly practical, that is, one that consists of 
overt doings. It is possible to be efficient in action and yet 
not have a conscious experience. The activity is too auto- 
matic to i>ermit of a sense of what it is about and where it 
is going. It comes to an end but not to a close or consum- 
mation in consciousness. Obstacles are overcome by 
shrewd skill, but they do not feed experience. There are 
also those who are wavering in action, uncertain, and in- 
conclusive like the shades in classic literature. Between 
the poles of aimlessne^ and mechanical efficiency, there 
lie those courses of action in which through successive 
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deeds there runs a sense of growing meaning conserved 
and accumulating toward an end that is felt as accomplish- 
ment of a process. There is interest in completing an ex- 
perience. The experience may be one that is harmful to 
the world and its consiunmation undesirable. But it has 
esthetic quality. 

' The Greek identification of good conduct with conduct 
having proportion, grace, and harmony, the kalon-agathon, 
is a more obvious example of distinctive esthetic quality 
in moral action. One great defect in what passes as moral- 
ity is its anesthetic quality. Instead of exemplifying 
wholehearted action, it takes the form of grudging piece- 
meal concessions to the demands of duty. But illustrations 
may only obscure the fact that any practical activity 
will, provided that it is integrated and moves by its own 
urge to fulfillment, have esthetic quality. 

In much of our experience we are not concerned with 
the connection of one incident with what went before and 
what comes after. There is no interest that controls atten- 
tive rejection or selection of what shall be organized into 
the developing experience. Things happen, but they are 
neither definitely included nor decisively excluded; we 
drift. We yield according to external pressure, or evade 
and compromise. There are beginnings and cessations, but 
no genuine initiations and concludings. One thing replaces 
another, but does not absorb it and carry it on. There is 
experience, but so slack and discursive that it is not an ex- 
perience. Needless to say, such experiences are anesthetic. 

Thus the non-esthetic lies within two limits. At one 
pole is the loose succession that does not begin at any par- 
ticular place and that ends— in the sense of ceasing--at 
no particular place. At the other pole is arrest, constric- 
tion, proceeding from parts having only a mechanical con- 
nection with one another. There exists so much of one and 
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the other of these two kinds of experience that uncon- 
sciously they come to be taken as norms of all experience. 
Tlien, when the esthetic appears, it so sharply contrasts 
with the picture that has been formed of experience, that 
it is impossible to combine its special qualities with t^e 
features of the picture ^d the esthetic is given an odt- 
side place and status. The account that has been given of 
experience dominantly intellectual and practical is intena- 
ed to show that there is no such contrast involved in hav- 
ing an experience; that, on the contrary, no experience o^ 
whatever sort is a unity unless it has esthetic quality. 

The enemies of the esthetic are neither the practical nor 
the intellectual. They are the humdrum; slackness of loose 
ends; submission to convention in practice and intellectual 
procedure. Rigid abstinence, coerced submission, tightness 
on one side and dissipation, incoherence and aimless indul- 
gence on the other, are deviations in opposite directions 
from the unity of an experience. Some such considerations 
perhaps induced Aristotle to invoke the ‘‘mean propor- 
tional” as the proper designation of what is distinctive of 
both virtue and the esthetic. He was formally correct. 
^‘Mean” and ‘^proportion” arc, however, not self-explana- 
tory, nor to be taken over in a prior mathematical sense, 
but ate properties belonging to an experience that has a 
devdc^ing movement toward its own consummation. 

I have spoken of the esthetic quality that rounds out an 
experience into completeness and unity as emotional. The 
reference may cause difficulty. We are given to thinking of 
emotions as things as simple and compact as are the words 
by iNdiich we name them. Joy, sorrow, hope, fear, anger, 
curiosity, are treated as if each in itself were a sort of 
entity that enters full-made upon the scene, an entity that 
may last a long time or a short time, but whose duration, 
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whose growth and career, is irrelevant to its nature. In fact 
emotions are qualities, when they are significant, of a com- 
plex experience that moves and changes. I say, when they 
are significant, for otherwise they are but the outbreaks 
and eruptions of a disturbed infant. All emotions are qual- 
ifications of a drama and they change as the drama devel- 
ops. Persons are sometimes said to fall in love at first 
sight. But what they fall into is not a thing of that in- 
stant. What would love be were it compressed into a mo- 
ment in which there is no room for cherishing and for 
solicitude? The intimate nature of emotion is manifested 
in the experience of one watching a play on the stage or 
reading a novel. It attends the development of a plot; and 
a plot requires a stage, a space, wherein to develop and 
time in which to unfold. Experience is emotional but there 
are no separate things called emotions in it. 

By the same token, emotions are attached to events 
and objects in their movement. They are not, save in 
pathological instances, private. And even an “objectless” 
emotion demands something beyond itself to which to at- 
tach itself, and thus it soon generates a delusion in lack 
of something real. Emotion belongs of a certainty to the 
self. But it belongs to the self that is concerned in the 
movement o! events toward an issue that is desired or dis- 
liked. We jump instantaneously when we are scared, as 
we blush on the instant when we are ashamed. But fright 
and shamed modesty are not in this case emotional states. 
Of themselves they sli^ but automatic reflexes. In order to 
become emotional they must become parts of an inclusive 
and enduring situation that involves concern for objects 
and their issues. The jump of fright becomes emotional 
fear when there is found or thought to exist a threatening 
object that must be dealt with or escaped from. The blush 
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becomes the emotion of diame when a person connects, in 
thought, an action he has performed with an unfavor* 
able reaction to himself of some other person. 

There are, therefore, common patterns in various experi- 
ences, no matter how unlike they are to one another in 
the details of their subject-matter. There are conditions 
to be met without which an experience cannot come to ne. 
The outline of the common pattern is set by the fact that 
every experience is the result of interaction between a 
live creature and some aspect of the world in which h^ 
lives. A man does something; he lifts, let us say, a stone. 
In consequence he undergoes, suffers, something: the 
weight, strain, texture of the surface of the thing lifted. 
The properties thus undergone determine further doing. 
The stone is too heavy or too angular, not solid enough; 
or else the properties undergone show it is fit for the use 
for which it is intended. The process continues until a 
mutual adaptation of the self and the object emerges and 
that particular experience comes to a close. What is true 
of this simple instance is true, as to form, of every experi- 
ence. The creature operating may be a thinker in his 
study and the environment with which he interacts may 
consist of ideas instead of a stone. But interaction of the 
two constitutes the total experience that is had, and the 
dose which completes it is the institution of a felt har- 
mony. 

An experience has pattern and structure, because it is 
not just doing and undergoing in alternation, but consists 
of them in relationship. To put one’s hand in the fire that 
consumes it is not necessarily to hkve an experience. The 
action and its consequence must be joined in perception. 
This relationship is what gives meaning; to grasp it is the 
objective of all intell^nce. The scope and content of the 
relations measure the significant content of an experience. 
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ni • The Wotk of Art and Esthetic Perception®*' 

We have no word in the English language that unam- 
biguously includes what is signified by the two words ''ar- 
tistic” and “esthetic.” Since “artistic” refers primarily to 
the act of production and “esthetic” to that of perception 
and enjoyment, the absence of a term designating the two 
processes taken together is unfortunate. Sometimes, the ef- 
fect is to separate the two from each other, to regard art 
as something sup)erimposed upon esthetic material, or, up- 
on the other side, to an assumption that, since art is a 
process of creation, perception and enjoyment of it have 
nothing in common with the creative act. In any case, 
there is a certain verbal awkwardness in that we are com- 
pelled sometimes to use the term “esthetic” to cover the 
entire field and sometimes to limit it to the receiving per- 
ceptual aspect of the whole operation. I refer to these ob- 
vious facts as preliminary to an attempt to show how the 
conception of conscious experience as a perceived relation 
between doing and undergoing enables us to understand 
the connection that art as production and perception and 
appreciation as enjoyment sustain to each other. 

Art denotes a process of doing or making. This is as 
true of fine as of technological art. Art involves molding 
of clay, chipping of marble, casting of bronze, laying on 
of pigments, construction of buildings, singing of songs, 
playing of instruments, enacting roles on the stage, going 
through rhythmic movements in the dance. Every art 
does something with some physical material, the body or 
something outside the body, with or without the use of in- 
tervening tools, and with a view to production of some- 
thing visible, audible, or tangible. So marked is the active 
or “doing” phase of art, that the dictionaries usually de- 


* ]|^rom Art as Experience, pp. 46-57. 
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fine it in terms of skilled action, ability in execution. The 
Oxford Dictionary illustrates by a quotation from John 
Stuart Mill: “Art is an endeavor after perfection in execu- 
tion” while Matthew Arnold calls it “pure and flawless 
workman^ip.” / 

The word “esthetic” refers, as we have already not^, 
to experience as appreciative, perceiving, and enjo)ring.\lt 
denotes the consumer’s rather than the producer’s stand- 
point. It is gusto, taste; and, as with cooking, overt skil- 
ful action is on the side of the cook who prepares, whitp 
taste is on the side of the consumer, as in gardening there 
is a distinction between the gardener who plants and tills 
and the householder who enjoys the finished product. 

These very illustrations, however, as well as the relation 
that exists in having an experience between doing and un- 
dergoing, indicate that the distinction between esthetip 
and artistic cannot be pressed so far as to become a sepa- 
ration.. Perfection in execution cannot be measured or de- 
fined in terms of execution; it implies those who perceive 
and enjoy the product that is executed. The cook prepares 
food for the consumer and the measure of the value of 
what is prepared is found in consumption. Mere perfec- 
tion in execution, judged in its own terms in isolation, 
can probably be attained better by a machine than by hu- 
man art. By itself, it is at most technique, and there are 
great artists who are not in the first ranks as technicians 
(witness Cezanne), just as there are great performers on 
the piano who are not great esthetically, and as Sargent is 
liot a great painter. 

Craftsmanship to be artistic in the final sense must be 
“loving”; it must care deeply for the subject-matter upon 
which skill is exercised. To be truly artistic, a work must 
also be esthetic — that is, framed for enjoyed recq)tive per- 
ception. Constant observation is, of course, necessary for 
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the maker while he is producing. But if his perception is 
not also esthetic in nature, it is a colorless and cold recog- 
nition of what has been done, used as a stimulus to the 
next step in a process that is essentially mechanical. 

In short, art, in its form, unites the very same relation 
of doing and undergoing, outgoing and incoming energy, 
that makes an experience to be an experience. Because of 
elimination of all that does not contribute to mutual or- 
ganization of the factors of both action and reception into 
one another, and because of selection of just the aspects 
and traits that contribute to their interpenetration of each 
other, the product is a work of esthetic art. Man whittles, 
carves, sings, dances, gestures, molds, draws and paints. 
The doing or making is artistic when the perceived result 
is of such a nature that its qualities as perceived have con- 
trolled the question of production. The act of producing 
that is directed by intent to produce something that is en- 
joyed in the immediate experience of perceiving has quali- 
ties that a spontaneous or uncontrolled activity does not 
have. The artist embodies in himself the attitude of the 
perceiver while he works. 

Suppose, for the sake of illustration, that a finely 
wrought object, one whose texture and proportions are 
highly pleasing in perception, has been believed to be a 
product of some primitive people. Then there is discovered 
evidence that proves it to be an accidental natural prod- 
uct, As an external thing, it is now precisely what it was 
before. Yet at once it ceases to be a work of art and be- 
comes a natural “curiosity.” It now belongs in a museum 
of natural history, not in a museum of art. And the extra- 
ordinary thing is that the difference that is thus made is 
not one of just intellectual classification. A difference is 
made in appreciative perception and in a direct way. The 
esthetic experience— in its limited sense— is thus seen to 
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be inherently connected with the experience of making; 

The sensory satisfaction of eye and ear, when esthetic, 
is so because it does not stand by itself but is linked to 
the activity of which it is the consequence. Even the 
pleasures of the palate are different in quality to an dpi- 
cure than in one who merely '^likes’’ his food as he eats it. 
The difference is not of mere intensity. The epicureVis 
conscious of much more than the taste of the food. Ratn- 
er, there enter into the taste, as directly experiencel^, 
qualities that depend upon reference to its source and i^ 
manner of production in connection with criteria of excel- 
lence. As production must absorb into itself qualities of 
the product as perceived and be regulated by them, so, on 
the other side, seeing, hearing, tasting, become esthetic 
when relation to a distinct manner of activity qualifies 
what is perceived. 

There is an element of passion in all esthetic perception. 
Yet when we are overwhelmed by passion, as in extreme 
rage, fear, jealousy, the experience is definitely non-es- 
thetic. There is no relationship fdt to the qualities of the 
activity that has generated the passion. Consequently, the 
material of the experience lacks elements of balance and 
proportion. For these can be present only when, as in the 
conduct that has grace or dignity, the act is controlled by 
an exquiMte sense of the relations which the act sustains — 
its fitness to the occasion and to the situation. 

The process of art in production is related to the es- 
thetic in perception organically-^ — as the Lord God in crea- 
tion surveyed his work and found it good. Until the artist 
is satisfied in perception with what he is doing, he con- 
tinues shaping and reshaping. The making comes to an 
end when its result is experienced as good — ^and that ex- 
perience comes not by mere intellectual and outside judg- 
ment but in direct perception. An artist, in comparison 
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with his fellows, is one who is not only especially gifted in 
powers of execution but in unusual sensitivity to the qual- 
ities of things. This sensitivity also directs his doings and 
makings. 

As we manipulate, we touch and feel, as we look, we 
see; as we listen, we hear. The hand moves with etching 
needle or with brush. The eye attends and reports the 
consequence of what is done. Because of this intimate 
connection, subsequent doing is cumulative and not a 
matter of caprice nor yet of routine. In an emphatic artis- 
tic-esthetic experience, the relation is so close that it con- 
trols simultaneously both the doing and the perception. 
Such vital intimacy of connection cannot be had if only 
hand and eye are engaged. When they do not, both of 
them, act as organs of the whole being, there is but a me- 
chanical sequence of sense and movement, as in walking 
that is automatic. Hand and eye, when the experience is 
esthetic, are but instruments through which the entire live 
creature, moved and active throughout, operates. Hence 
the expression is emotional and guided by purpose. 

Because of the relation between what is done and what 
is undergone, there is an immediate sense of things in per- 
ception as belonging together or as jarring; as reenforcing 
or as interfering. The consequences of the act of making 
as reported in sense show whether what is done carries 
forward the idea being executed or marks a deviation 
and break. In as far as the development of an experience 
is cmiroUed through reference to these immediately felt 
relations of order and fulfillment, that experience becomes 
dominantly esthetic in nature. The urge to action becomes 
an urge to that kind of action which will result in an ob- 
ject satisf)dng in direct perception. The potter shapes his 
day to make a bowl useful for holding grain; but he 
makes it in a way so regulated by the series of perceptions 
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that sum up the serial acts of making, that the bowl is 
marked by enduring grace and charm. The general situa- 
tion remains the same in painting a picture or molding a 
bust. Moreover, at each stage there is anticipation of what 
is to come. This anticipation is the connecting link be- 
tween the next doing and its outcome for sense. What is 
done and what is undergone are thus reciprocally, cuniu- 
latively, and continuously instrumental to each other. \ 

It is not so easy in the case of the perceiver and appre- 
ciator to understand the intimate union of doing and unv 
dergoing as it is in the case of the maker. We are given to 
supposing that the former merely takes in what is there in 
finished form, instead of realizing that this taking in in- 
volves activities that are comparable to those of the crea- 
tor. But receptivity is not passivity. It, loo, is a process 
consisting of a series of responsive acts that accumulate 
toward objective fulfillment. Otherwise, there is not per- 
ception but recognition. The difference between the two is 
immense. Recognition is perception arrested before it has 
a chance to develop freely. In recognition there is a begin- 
ning of an act of perception. But this beginning is not al- 
lowed to serve the development of a full perception of the 
thing recognized. It is arrested at the point where it will 
serve some other purpose, as we recognize a man on the 
street in order to greet or to avoid him, not so as to see 
him for the sake of seeing what is there. 

The esthetic or undergoing phase of experience is recep- 
tive. It involves surrender. But adequate yielding of the 
self is possible only through a controlled activity that may 
well be intense. In much of our intercourse with our sur- 
roundings we withdraw; sometimes from fear, if only of 
expending unduly our store of energy; sometimes from 
preoccupation with other matters, as in the case of recog- 
nition. Perception is an act of the going-out of energy in 
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order to receive, not a withholding of energy. To steep our- 
selves in a subject-matter we have first to plunge into it. 
When we are only passive to a scene, it overwhelms us 
and, for lack of answering activity, we do not perceive 
that which bears us down. We must summon energy and 
pitch it at a responsive key in order to take in. 

Every one knows that it requires apprenticeship to see 
through a microscope or telescope, and to see a landscape 
as the geologist sees it. The idea that esthetic perception is 
an affair for odd moments is one reason for the backward- 
ness of the arts among us. For to perceive, a beholder 
must create his own experience. And his creation must 
include relations comparable to those which the original 
producer underwent. They are not the same in any literal 
sense. But with the perceiver, as with the artist, there 
must be an ordering of the elements of the whole that is 
in form, although not in details, the same as the process 
of organization the creator of the work consciously experi- 
enced. Without an act of recreation the object is not per- 
ceived as a work of art. The artist selected, simplified, 
clarified, abridged and condensed according to his interest. 
The beholder must go through these operations according 
to his point of view and interest. In both, an act of ab- 
straction, that is of extraction of what is significant, takes 
place. In both, there is comprehension in its literal signifi- 
cation — that is, a gathering together of details and par- 
ticulars physically scattered into an experienced whole. 
There is work dofit on the part of the percipient as there 
is on the part of the artist. The one who is too lazy, idle, 
or indurated in convention to perform this work will not 
see or hear. His “appreciation” will be a mixture of scraps 
of learning with conformity to norms of conventional ad- 
miration and with a confused, even if genuine, emotional 
excitation. 
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The considerations that have been presented imply both 
the community and the unlikeness, because of specific em- 
phasis, of an experience, in its pregnant sense, and es- 
thetic experience. The former has esthetic quality; other- 
wise its materials would not be rounded out into a sinjgle 
coherent experience. It is not possible to divide in a viul 
experience the practical, emotional, and intellectual from 
one another and to set the properties of one over against 
the characteristics of the others. The emotional pha^ 
binds parts together into a single whole; “intellectual^ 
simply names the fact that the experience has meaning; 
“practical” indicates that the organism is interacting with 
events and objects which surround it. The most elaborate 
philosophic or scientific inquiry and the most ambitious 
industrial or political enterprise has, when its different 
ingredients constitute an integral experience, esthetic qual- 
ity. For then its varied parts are linked to one another, 
and do not merely succeed one another. And the parts 
through their experienced linkage move toward a consum- 
mation and close, not merely to cessation in time. This 
consummation, moreover, does not wait in consciousness 
for the whole undertaking to be finished. It is anticipated 
throughout and is recurrently savored with special inten- 
sity. 

Nevertheless, the experiences in question are domi- 
nantly intellectual or practical, rather than distinctively 
esthetic, because of the interest and purpose that initiate 
and control them. In an intellectual ex^rience, the con- 
clusion has value on its own account. It can be extracted 
as a formula or as a “truth,” and can be used in its inde- 
pendent entirety as factor and guide in other inquiries. In 
a work of art there is no such single self-sufficient dep^it. 
The end, the terminus, is significant not by itself but as 
the integration of the parts. It has no other existence. A 
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drama or novel is not the final sentence, even if the char- 
acters are disposed of as living happily ever after. In a 
distinctively esthetic experience, characteristics that are 
subdued in other experiences are dominant; those that arc 
subordinate are controlling — ^namely, the characteristics 
in virtue of which the experience is an integrated complete 
experience on its own account. 

In every integral experience there is form because there 
is dynamic organization. I call it the organization dynamic 
because it takes time to complete it, because it is a 
growth. There is inception, development, fulfillment. Ma- 
terial is ingested and digested through interaction with 
that vital organization of the results of t)rior experience 
that constitutes the mind of the worker. Incubation goes 
on until what is conceived is brought forth and is rendered 
perceptible as part of the common world.. An esthetic ex- 
perience can be crowded into a moment only in the sense 
that a climax of prior long-enduring processes may arrive 
in an outstanding movement which so sweeps everything 
else into it that all else is forgotten. That which distin- 
guishes an experience as esthetic is conversion of resist- 
ance and tensions, of excitations that in themselves are 
temptations to diversion, into a movement toward an in- 
clusive and fulfilling close. 

Experiencing like breathing is a rhytlim of intakings 
and outgivings. Their succession is punctuated and made 
a rhythm by the existence of intervals, periods in which 
one phase is ceasing and the other is inchoate and prepar- 
ing. William James aptly compared the course of a con- 
scious experience to the alternate flights and jjerchings of 
a bird. The flights and perchings are intimately connected 
with one another; they are not so many unrelated light- 
ings succeeded by a number of equally unrelated hqp- 
pings. Each resting place in experience is an undergoing 
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in which is absorbed and taken home the consequences of 
prior doing, and, unless the doing is that of utter caprice 
or sheer routine, each doing carries in itself meaning that 
has been extracted and conserved. As with the advance 
of an army, all gains from what has been already effected 
are periodically consolidated, and always with a viewUo 
what is to be done next. If we move too rapidly, we ^t 
away from the base of supplies — of accrued meanings^ 
and the experience is flustered, thin, and confused. If w^ 
dawdle too long after having extracted a net value, experi- 
ence perishes of inanition. 

The form of the whole is therefore present in every 
member. Fulfilling, consummating, are continuous func- 
tions, not mere ends, located at one place only. An en- 
graver, painter, or writer is in process of completing at 
every stage of his work. He must at each point retain 
and sum up what has gone before as a whole and with 
reference to a whole to come. Otherwise there is no con- 
sistency and no security in his successive acts. The series 
of doings in the rhythm of experience give variety and 
movement; they save the work from monotony and useless 
repetitions. The undergoings are the corresponding ele- 
ments in the rhythm, and they supply unity; they save 
the work from the aimlessness of a mere succession of ex- 
citations. An object is peculiarly and dominantly esthetic, 
yielding the enjoyment characteristic of esthetic percep- 
tion, when the factors that determine anything which can 
be called an experience are lifted high above the threshold 
of perception and are made manifest for their own sake. 

IV Substance and Form^ 

Because objects of art are expressive, they are a lan- 
guage. Rather they are many languages. For each art has 

♦ From Art as Experience, pp. 106-133. 
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its own medium and that medium is especially fitted for 
one kind of communication. Each medium says something 
that cannot be uttered as well or as completely in any 
other tongue. The needs of daily life have given superior 
practical importance to one mode of communication, that 
of speech. This fact has unfortunately given rise to a pop- 
ular impression that the meanings expressed in architec- 
ture, sculpture, painting, and music can be translated into 
words with little if any loss. In fact, each art speaks an 
idiom that conveys what cannot be said in another lan- 
guage and yet remain the same. 

Language exists only when it is listened to as well as 
spoken. The hearer is an indispensable partner. The work 
of art is complete only as it works in the experience of 
others than the one who created it. Thus language in- 
volves .what logicians call a triadic relation. There is the 
speaker, the thing said, and the one spoken to. The ex- 
ternal object, the product of art, is the connecting link be- 
tween artist and audience. Even when the artist works in 
solitude all three terms are present. The work is there in 
progress, and the artist has to become vicariously the re- 
ceiving audience. He can speak only as his work appeals 
to him as one spoken to through what he perceives. He 
observes and understands as a third person might note 
and interpret. Matisse is reported to have said: “When a 
painting is finished, it is like a new-born child. The artist 
himself must have time for understanding it/^ It must be 
lived with as a child is lived with, if we are to grasp the 
meaning of his being. 

All language, whatever its medium, involves what is 
said and how it is said, or substance and form. The great 
question concerning substance and form is: Does matter 
come first ready-made, and search for a discovery of form 
in which to embody it come afterwards? Or is the whole 



9^2 ARTISTtC-ESTHETIC IN EXPERIENCE 

creative effort of the artist an endeavor to form material 
so that it will be in actuality the authentic substance of a 
work of art? The question goes far and deep. The an- 
swer given it determines the issue of many other contro- 
verted points in esthetic criticism. Is there one esthejtic 
value belonging to sense materials and another to a foito 
that renders them expressive? Are all subjects fit for «- 
thetic treatment or only a few which are set aside for th$t 
end by their intrinsically superior character? Is '^beautyV 
another name for form descending from without, as a tran- 
scendent essence, upon material, or is it a name for the es- 
thetic quality that appears whenever material is farmed in 
a way that renders it adequately expressive? Is form, in its 
esthetic sense, something that uniquely marks off as es- 
thetic from the beginning a certain realm of objects, or is 
it the abstract name for what emerges whenever an experi- 
ence attains complete development? 

If an art product is taken to be one of 5e//-expression 
and the self is regarded as something complete and self- 
contained in isolation, then of course substance and form 
fall apart. That in which a self-revelation is clothed, is, by 
the underlying assumption, external to the things ex- 
pressed. The externality persists no matter which of the 
two is regarded as form and which as substance. It is also 
clear that if there be no self-expression, no free play of in- 
dividuality, the product will of necessity be but an in- 
stance of a species; it will lack the freshness and original- 
ity found only in things that are individual on their own 
account. Here is a point from which the relation of form 
and substance may be approached. 

The material out of which a work of art is composed 
belongs to the common world rather than to the s(elf, and 
yet there is self-expression in art because the self assimi- 
lates that material in a distinctive way to reissue it into 
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the public world in a form that builds a new object. This 
new object may have as its consequence similar recon- 
structions, recreations, of old and common material on the 
part of those who perceive it, and thus in time come to 
be established as part of the acknowledged world — as 
“universal.” The material expressed cannot be private; 
that is the state of the madhouse. But the manner of say- 
ing it is individual, and, if the product is to be a work of 
art, induplicable. Identity of mode of production defines 
the work of a machine, the esthetic counterpart of which 
is the academic. The quality of a work of art is sui gen- 
eris because the manner in which general material is ren- 
dered transforms it into a substance that is fresh and 
vital. 

What is true of the producer is true of the perceiver. 
He may perceive academically, looking for identities with 
which he already is familiar; or learnedly, pedantically, 
looking for material to fit into a history or article he 
wishes to write, or sentimentally for illustrations of some 
theme emotionally dear. But if he perceives esthetically, 
he will create an experience of which the intrinsic subject- 
matter, the substance, is new. 

A work of art no matter how old and classic is actually, 
not just potentially, a work of art only when it lives in 
some individualized experience. As a piece of parchment, 
of marble, of canvas, it remains (subject to the ravages of 
time) self-identical throughout the ages. But as a work of 
art it is recreated every time it is esthetically experi- 
enced. No one doubts this fact in the rendering of a mu- 
sical score; no one supposes that the lines and dots on pa- 
per are more than the recorded means of evoking the 
work of art. But what is true of it is equally true of the 
Parthenon as a building. It is absurd to ask what an artist 
‘^really” m^nt by his product; he himself would find dif- 
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ferent meanings in it at different days and hours and in 
different stages of his own development. If he could be 
articulate, he would say “I meant just that, and that 
means whatever you or any one can honestly, that is in 
virtue of your own vital experience, get out of it.” Any 
other idea makes the boasted “universality” of the wbrk 
of art a synonym for monotonous identity. The Parthenon, 
or whatever, is universal because it can continuously in- 
spire new personal realizations in experience. 

It is simply an impossibility that any one today should 
experience the Parthenon as 'the devout Athenian contem- 
porary citizen experienced it, any more than the religious 
statuary of the twelfth century can mean, esthetically, 
even to a good Catholic today just what it meant to the 
worshipers of the old period. The “works” that fail to be- 
come new are not those which are universal but those 
which are “dated.” The enduring art-product may have 
been, and probably was, called forth by something occa- 
sional, something having its own date and place. But what 
was evoked is a substance so formed that it can enter into 
the experiences of others and enable them to have more in- 
tense and more fully rounded out experiences of their own. 

This is what it is to have form. It marks a way of en- 
visaging, of feeling, and of presenting experienced matter 
so that it most readily and effectively becomes material 
for the construction of adequate experience on the part 
of those less gifted than the original creator. Hence there 
can be no distinction drawn, save in reflection, between 
form and substance. The work itself is matter formed into 
esthetic substance. The critic, the theorist, as a reflective 
student of the art product, however, not only may but 
must draw a distinction between them. Any skilled ob* 
server of a pugilist or a golf-player wOl, I suppose, insti- 
tute distinctions between what is done and how it is done 
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— ^between* the knockout and the manner of the delivery 
of a blow; between the ball driven so many yards to such 
and such a line and the way the drive was executed. The 
artist, the one engaged in doing, will effect a similar dis- 
tinction when he is interested in correcting an habitual 
error, or learning how better to secure a given effect. Yet 
the act itself is exactly what it is because of how it is 
done. In the act there is no distinction, but perfect inte- 
gration of manner and content, form and substance. 

Mr. Bradley, in an essay on Poetry for Poetry* s Sake, 
draws a distinction between subject and substance. The 
distinction may, I think, be paraphrased as that between 
matter for and matter in artistic production. The subject, 
as Bradley says, is outside the poem; the substance is 
within it; rather, it is the poem. ^‘Subject,” however, itself 
varies over a wide range. It may be hardly more than a 
label; it may be the occasion that called out the work; or 
it may be the subject-matter which as raw material en- 
tered into the new experience of the artist and found 
transformation. The poems of Keats and Shelley on the 
sky-lark and nightingale probably did not have the songs 
of these birds alone for an occasioning stimulus. It is well, 
then, for the sake of clarity to discriminate not only sub- 
stance from theme or topic, but both of them from ante- 
cedent subject-matter. The “subject'' of the “Ancient 
Mariner” is the killing of an albatross by a sailor and 
what happened in consequence thereof. Its matter is the 
poem itself. Its subject-matter is all the experiences a 
reader brings with him of cruelty and pity in connection 
with a living creature. The artist himself can hardly 
begin with a subject alone. If he did, his work would al- 
most surely suffer from artificiality. First comes subject- 
matter, then the substance or matter of the work; finally 
the determination of topic or theme. 
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Antecedent subject-matter is not instantaneously 
changed into the matter of a work of art in the mind of 
an artist. It is a developing process. As we have already 
seen, the artist finds where he is going because of what ]^e 
has previously done; that is, the original excitation aild 
stir of some contact with the world undergo successive 
transformation. That state of the matter he has arrived a|t 
sets up demands to be fulfilled and it institutes a framet 
work that limits further operations. As the experience of^^ 
transforming subject-matter into the very substance of the 
work of art proceeds, incidents and scenes that figured at 
first may drop out and others take their place, being 
drawn in by the suction of the qualitative material that 
aroused the original excitement. 

The distinctions made are elementary; but they are 
basic in esthetic theory. When there is an end of confusion 
of subject and substance, there will also be an end, for ex- 
ample, of the ambiguities regarding representation. Mr. 
Bradley calls attention to the common tendency to treat a 
work of art as a mere reminder of something, by the illus- 
tration of the sight-seer in a picture-gallery who remarks 
as he moves along, “This picture is so like my cousin,” or 
that picture “the image of my birthplace,” and who, after 
satisfying himself that one painting is about Elijah, passes 
on rejoicing to discover the subject and nothing but the 
subject of the next one. Unless the radical difference be- 
tween subject and substance is appreciated, not dnly does 
the casual visitor go wrong, but critics and theorists judge 
objects of art in terms of their preconceptions as to what 
the subject-matter of art ought to be. The critics who drag 
in extraneous subject-matter — ^historical, moral, sentimen- 
tal, or in the guise of established canons that prescribe 
proper themes — may be vastly superior in learning to the 
guide in the gallery who says nothing about paintings as 
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pictures and a great deal about the occasions which pro- 
duced them and the sentimental associations they arouse, 
the majesty of Mount Blanc or the tragedy of Anne 
Bole3ni ; but esthetically they stand on the same level. 

The fact that form and matter are connected in a work 
of art does not mean they are identical. It signifies that in 
the work of art they do not offer themselves as two dis- 
tinct things: the work is formed matter. But they are legit 
imately distinguished when reflection sets in, as it does in 
criticism and in theory. We are then compelled to inquire 
as to the formal structure of the work, and in order to. 
carry on this inquiry intelligently, we must have a concep- 
tion of what form is generically. We may get a key to this 
idea by starting from the fact that one idiomatic use of 
the word makes it equivalent with shape or figure. Espe- 
cially in connection with pictures is form frequently iden- 
tified simply with the patterns defined by linear outlines 
of shapes. Now shape is only an element in esthetic form; 
it does not constitute it. In ordinary perception we recog- 
nize and identify things by .their shapes; even words and 
sentences have shapes, when heard as well as when seen. 
Consider how a misplaced accent disturbs recognition 
more than does any other kind of mispronunciation. 

For shape in relation to recognition is not limited to 
geometric or spatial properties. The latter play a part 
only as they are subordinated to adaptation to an end. 
Shapes that are not in our minds associated with any 
function are hard to grasp and retain. The shapes of 
spoons, knives, forks, household articles, pieces of furni- 
ture, are means of identification because of their associa- 
tion with purpose. Up to a certain point, then, shape is 
allied with form in its artistic sense. In both there is or- 
ganization of constituent parts. In some sense the typical 
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shape of even a utensil and tool indicates that the mean- 
ing of the whole has entered into the parts to qualify 
them. This is the fact that has led some theorists, like 
Herbert Spencer, to identify the source of “beauty*^ w}th 
efficient and economical adaptation of parts to the fuic- 
tion of a whole. In some cases fitness is indeed so exqui- 
site as to constitute visible grace independent of t!je 
thought of any utility. But this special case indicates tlie 
way in which shape and form differ generically. For ther^ 
is more to grace than just lack of clumsiness, in the sense 
in which “clumsy” means inefficiency of adaptation to an 
end. In shape as such adaptation is intrinsically limited to 
a particular end — ^like that of a spoon for carrying liquids 
to the mouth. The spoon that in addition has that esthetic 
form called grace bears no such limitation. 

A good deal of intellectual effort has been expended in 
trying to identify efficiency for a particular end with 
“beauty” or esthetic quality. But these attempts are bound ‘ 
to fail, fortunate as it is that in some cases the two coin- 
cide and humanly desirable as it is that they should al- 
ways meet. For adaptation to a particular end is often 
(always in the ceise of complicated affairs) something per- 
ceived by thought, while esthetic effect is found directly 
in sense-p)crception. A chair may serve the purpose of af- 
fording a comfortable and hygienically efficient seat, with- 
out serving at the same time the needs of the eye. If, on 
the contrary, it blocks rather than promotes the role of 
vision in an experience, it will be ugly no matter how well 
adapted to use as a seat. There is no pre&tablished har- 
mony that guarantees that what satisfies the need of one 
set of organs will fulfill that of all the other structures 
and needs that have a part in the experience, so as to 
bring it to completion as a complex of all elements. All we 
can say is that in the absence of disturbing contexts, such 
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as production of objects for a maximum of private profit, 
a balance tends to be struck so that objects will be satis- 
factory — “u^ful” in the strict sense — ^to the self as a 
whole, even though some specific efiiciency be sacrificed 
in the process. In so far there is a tendency for dynamic 
shape (as distinguished from bare geometric figure) to 
blend with artistic form. 

Objects of industrial arts have form — that adapted to 
their special uses. These objects take on esthetic form, 
whether they are rugs, urns, or baskets, when the material 
is so arranged and adapted that it serves immediately the 
enrichment of the immediate experience of the one whose 
attentive perception is directed to it. No material can be 
adapted to an end, be it that of use as spoon or carpet, 
until raw material has undergone a change that shapes the 
parts and that arranges these parts with reference to one 
another with a view to the purpose of the whole. Hence 
the object has form in a definitive sense. When this form 
is liberated from limitation to a specialized end and serves 
also the purposes of an immediate and vital experience, 
the form is esthetic and not merely useful. 

Only when the constituent parts of a whole have the 
unique end of contributing to the consummation of a con- 
scious experience, do design and shape lose superimposed 
character and become form. They cannot do this so long 
as they serve a specialized purpose; while they can serve 
the inclusive purpose of having an experience only when 
they do not stand out by themselves but are fused with 
all other properties of the work of art. This interfusion of 
all properties of the medium is necessary if the object in 
question is to serve the whole creature in his unified vital- 
ity. It therefore defines the nature of form in all the arts. 
With respect to a specialized utility, we can characterize 
design as being related to this and that end. One chair has 
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a design fitted to give comfort; another, to hygiene; a 
third, to regal splendor. Only when all means are diffused 
through one another does the whole suffuse the parts so as 
to constitute an experience that is unified through inclu- 
sion instead of by exclusion. 

Beauty, conventionally assumed to be ^the espcci 
theme of esthetics, has hardly been mentioned in wh 
precedes. It is properly an emotional term, though one 
denoting a characteristic emotion. In the presence of a, 
landscape, a poem or a picture that lays hold of us with 
immediate poignancy, we are moved to murmur or to ex- 
claim “How beautiful.^’ The ejaculation is a just tribute 
to the capacity of the object to arouse admiration that ap- 
proaches worship. Beauty is at the furthest remove from 
an anal3^ic term, and hence from a conception that can 
figure in theory as a means of explanation or classifica- 
tion. Unfortunately, it has been hardened into a peculiar 
object; emotional rapture has been subjected to what phi- 
losophy calls hypostatization, and the concept of beauty 
as an essence of intuition has resulted. For purposes of 
theory, it then becomes an obstructive term. In case the 
term is used in theory to designate the total esthetic qual- 
ity of an experience, it is surely better to deal with the ex- 
perience itself and show whence and how the quality pro- 
ceeds. In that case, beauty is the response to that which 
to reflection is the consummated movement of matter in- 
tegrated through its inner relations into a single qualita- 
tive whole. t 

There is another and more limited use of the term in 
which beauty is set off against other modes of esthetic 
quality — against the sublime, the comic, grotesque. Judg- 
ing from results, the distinction is not a happy one. It 
tends to involve those who engage in it in dialectical ma- 
nipulation of concepts and a compartmental pigeon-holing 
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that obstructs rather than aids direct perception. Instead 
of favoring surrender to the object, ready-made divisions 
lead one to approach an esthetic object with an intent to 
compare and thus to restrict the experience to a partial 
grasp of the unified whole. An examination of the cases in 
which the word is commonly used, apart from its immedi- 
ate emotional sense mentioned above, reveals that one 
significance of the term is the striking presence of decora- 
tive quality, of immediate charm for sense. The other 
meaning indicates the marked presence of relations of fit- 
ness and reciprocal adaptation among the members of the 
whole, whether it be object, situation, or deed. 

Demonstrations in mathematics, operations in surgery, 
are thus said to be beautiful — even a case of disease may 
be so typical in its exhibition of characteristic relations as 
to be called beautiful. Both meanings, that of sensuous 
charm and of manifestation of a harmonious proportion of 
parts, mark the human form in its best exemplars. The ef- 
forts that have been made by theorists to reduce one 
meaning to the other illustrate the futility of approaching 
the subject-matter through fixed concepts. The facts throw 
light upon the immediate fusion of form and matter, and 
upon the relativity of what is taken as form or as sub- 
stance in a particular case to the purpose animating reflec- 
tive analysis. 

The sum of the whole discussion is that theories which 
separate matter and form, theories that strive to find a 
special locus in experience for each, are, in spite of their 
oppositions to one another, cases of the same fuiyiamental 
fallacy. They rest upon separation of the live creature 
from the environment in which it lives. One school, one 
which becomes the “idealistic” school in philosophy when 
its implications are formulated, makes the separation in 
the interest of meanings or relations. The other sdiool, 
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the sensational-empiricist, makes the separation in behalf 
of the primacy of sense qualities. Esthetic experience has 
not been trusted to generate its own concepts for inter- 
pretation of art. These have been superimposed through 
being carried over, ready-made, from systems of thought 
framed without reference to art. A 

Since the ultimate cause of the union of form and mas- 
ter in experience is the intimate relation of undergoing and 
doing in interaction of a live creature with the world of 
nature and man, the theories, which separate matter and 
form, have their ultimate source in neglect of this rela- 
tion. Qualities are then treated as impressions made by 
things, and relations that supply meaning as either asso- 
ciations among impressions, or as something introduced 
by thought. There are enemies of the union of form and 
matter. But they proceed from our own limitations; they 
are not intrinsic. They spring from apathy, conceit, self- 
pity, tepidity, fear, convention, routine, from the factors 
that obstruct, deflect and prevent vital interaction of the 
life creature with the environment in which he exists. 
Only the being who is ordinarily apathetic finds merely 
transient excitement in a work of art; only one who is de- 
pressed, unable to face the situations about him, goes to 
it merely for medicinal solace through values be cannot 
find in his world. But art itself is more than a stir of en- 
ergy in the doldrums of the dispirited, or a calm in the 
storms of the troubled. 

Through art, meanings of objects that are otherwise 
dumb, ifchoate, restricted, and resisted are clarified and 
concentrated, and not by thought working laboriously up- 
on them, nor by escape into a world of mere sense, but 
by creation of a new experience. Whatever path the work 
of art pursues, it, just because it is a full and intense ex- 
perience, keeps alive the power to experience the common 
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world in its fullness. It does so by reducing the raw ma- 
terials of that experience to matter ordered through form. 

V • Art, Philosophy and Morals’*' 

Esthetic experience is imaginative. This fact, in connect 
tion with a false idea of the nature of imagination, has 
obscured the larger fact that all conscious experience has 
of necessity some degree of imaginative quality. For while 
the roots of every experience are found in the interaction 
of a live creature with its environment, that experience 
becomes conscious, a matter of perception, only when 
meanings enter it that are derived from prior experiences. 
Imagination is the only gateway through which these 
meanings can find their way into a present interaction; or 
rather, as we have just seen, the conscious adjustment of 
the new and the old is imagination. Interaction of a living 
being with an environment is found in vegetative and ani- 
mal life. But the experience enacted is human and con- 
scious only as that which is given here and now is extend- 
ed by meanings and values drawn from what is absent in 
fact and present only imaginatively. 

There is always a gap between the here and now of di- 
rect interaction and the past interactions whose funded re- 
sult constitutes the meanings with which we grasp and un- 
derstand what is now occurring. Because of this gap, all 
conscious perception involves a risk; it is a venture into 
the unknown, for as it assimilates the present to the past 
it also brings about some reconstruction of that past. 
When past and present fit exactly into one another, when 
there is only recurrence, complete uniformity, the result- 
ing experience is routine and mechanical ; it docs not come 
to consciousness in perception. The inertia of habit over- 
rides adaptation of the meaning of the here and now with 

♦ From Art as Experience, pp. 272-274; 344-349. 
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that of experiences, without which there is no conscious- 
ness, the imaginative phase of experience. 

Mind, that is the body of organized meanings by means 
of Which events of the present have significance for tis, 
does not always enter into the activities and undergoings 
that are going on here and now. Sometimes it is baffled 
and arrested. Then the stream of meanings aroused in^o 
activity by the present contact remains aloof. Then k 
forms the matter of reverie, of dream; ideas are floating^ 
not anchored to any existence as its property, its posses- 
sion of meanings. Emotions that are equally loose and 
floating cling to these ideas. The pleasure they afford is 
the reason why they are entertained and are allowed to oc- 
cupy the scene; they are attached to existence only in a 
way that, as long as sanity abides, is felt to be only fanci- 
ful and unreal. 

In every work of art, however, these meanings are ac- 
tually embodied in a material which thereby becomes the 
medium for their expression. This fact constitutes the po- 
culiarity of all experience that is definitely esthetic. Its 
imaginative quality dominates, because meanings and val- 
ues that are wider and deeper than the particular here 
and now in which they are anchored are realized by way 
of expressions although not by way of an object that is 
physically efficacious in relation to other objects. Not 
even a useful object is produced except by the interven- 
tion of imagination. Some existent material was p)erceived 
in the light of relations and possibilities not hitherto real- 
ized when the steam engine was invented. But when the 
imagined px)Ssibilities were embodied in a new assemblage 
of natural materials, the steam engine took its place in na- 
ture hs an object that has the same physical effects as 
those belonging to any other physical object. Steam did 
the physical work and produced the consequences that 
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attend any expanding gas under definite physical condi- 
tions. The sole difference is that the conditions under 
which it operates have been arranged by human contriv- 
ance. 

The work of art, however, unlike the machine, is not 
only the outcome of imagination, but operates imagina- 
tively rather than in the realm of physical existences. 
What it does is to concentrate and enlarge an immediate 
experience. The formed matter of esthetic experience di- 
rectly expresses, in other words, the meanings that are 
imaginatively evoked; it does not, like the material 
brought into new relations in a machine, merely provide 
means by which purposes over and beyond the existence 
of the object may be executed. And yet the meanings im- 
aginatively summoned, assembled, and integrated are em- 
bodied in material existence that here and now interacts 
with the self. The work of art is thus a challenge to the 
performance of a like act of evocation and organization, 
through imagination, on the part of the one who experi- 
ences it. It is not just a stimulus to and means of an overt 
course of action. 

This fact constitutes the uniqueness of esthetic experi- 
ence, and this uniqueness is in turn a challenge to 
thought. It is particularly a challenge to that systematic 
thought called philosophy. For esthetic experience is ex- 
perience in its integrity. Had not the term “pure” been so 
often abused in philosophic literature, had it not been so 
often employed to suggest that there is something alloyed, 
impure, in the very nature of experience and to denote 
something beyond experience, we might say that esthetic 
experience is pure experience. For it is experience freed 
from the forces that impede and confuse its development 
as experience ; freed, that is, from factors that subordinate 
an experience as it is directly had to something beyond it- 
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self. To esthetic experience, then, the philosopher must go 
to understand what experience is. For philosophy like art 
moves in the medium of imaginative mind, and, since art 
is the most direct and complete manifestation there is of 
experience as experience, it provides a unique control 
the imaginative ventures of philosophy. 

For this reason, while the theory of esthetics put forth 
by a philosopher is incidentally a test of the capacity of 
its author to have the experience that is the subject-matter\ 
of his analysis, it is also much more than that. It is a test 
of the capacity of the system he puts forth to grasp the 
nature of experience itself. There is no test that so surely 
reveals the one-sidedness of a philosophy as its treatment 
of art and esthetic experience. Imaginative vision is the 
power that unifies all the constituents of the matter of a 
work of art, making a whole out of them in all their vari- 
ety. Yet all the elements of our being that are displayed 
in special emphases and partial realizations in other ex- 
periences are merged in esthetic experience. And they are 
so completely merged in the immediate wholeness of the 
experience that each is submerged: it does not present 
itself in consciousness as a distinct element. 

In art as an experience, actuality and possibility or 
ideality, the new and the old, objective material and p)er- 
sonal response, the individual and the universal, surface 
and depth, sense and meaning, are integrated in an experi- 
ence in which they are all transfigured from the signifi- 
cance that belongs to them when isolated in reflection. 
“Nature,^' said Goethe, “has neither kernel nor shell.” 
Only in esthetic experience is this statement completely 
true. Of art as experience it is also true that nature has 
neither subjective nor objective being; is neither individu- 
ual nor universal, sensuous nor rational. The significance 
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of art as experience is, therefore, incomparable for the ad- 
venture of philosophic thought. 

The moral office and human function of art can be in* 
telligently discussed only in the context of culture. A par- 
ticular work of art may have a definite effect upon a par- 
ticular person or upon a number of persons. The social ef- 
fect of the novels of Dickens or of Sinclair Lewis is far 
from negligible. But a less conscious and more massed 
constant adjustment of experience proceeds from the total 
environment that is created by the collective art of a time. 
Just as physical life 'cannot exist without the support of a 
physical environment, so moral life cannot go on without 
the support of a moral environment. Even technological 
arts, in their sum total, do something more than provide a 
number of separate conveniences and facilities. They 
shape collective occupations and thus determine direction 
of interest and attention, and hence affect desire and pur- 
pose. 

Shelley did not exaggerate when he said that moral sci- 
ence only ‘^arranges the elements that poetry has created,*' 
if we extend “poetry’* to include all products of imagina- 
tive experience. The sum total of the effect of all reflective 
treatises on morals is insignificant in comparison with the 
influence pf architecture, novel, drama, on life, becoming 
important when “intellectual** products formulate the 
tendencies of these arts and provide them with an intel- 
lectual base. An “inner** rational check is a sign of with- 
drawal from reality unless it is a reflection of substantial 
environing forces. The political and economic arts that 
may furnish security and competency are no warrants of 
a rich and abundant human life as they are attended by 
the flourishing of the arts that determine culture. 

Words furnish a record of what has happened and give 
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direction by request and command to particular future ac- 
tions. Literature conveys the meaning of the past that is 
significant in present experience and is prophetic of the 
larger movement of the future. Only imaginative vision 
elicits the possibilities that are interwoven within the tex- 
ture of the actual. The first stirrings of dissatisfaction abd 
the first intimations of a better future are always found lin 
Works of art. The impregnation of the characteristicaliy 
new art of a period with a sense of different values from 
those that prevail is the reason why the conservative finds 
such art to be immoral and sordid, and is the reason why 
he resorts to the products of the past for esthetic satisfac- 
tion. Factual science may collect statistics and make 
charts. But its predictions are, as has been well said, but 
past history reversed. Change in the climate of the imagi- 
nation is the precursor of the changes that affect more 
than the details of life. 

The theories that attribute direct moral effect and intent 
to art fail because they do not take account of the collec- 
tive civilization that is the context in which works of art 
are produced and enjoyed, I would not say that they tend 
to treat works of art as a kind of sublimated Aesop’s 
fables. But they all tend to extract particular works, re- 
garded as especially edifying, from their milieu and to 
think of the moral function of art in terms of a strictly 
personal relation between the selected works and a par- 
ticular individual. Their whole conception of morals is so 
individualistic that they miss a sense of the way in which 
art exercises its humane function. 

Matthew Arnold’s dictum that “poetry is criticism oJ 
life” is a case in point. It suggests to the reader a moral 
intent on the part of the poet and a moral judgment on 
the part of the reader. It fails to see or at all events to 
state how poetry ^ a criticism of life; nanwly, not di- 
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rectly, but by disclosure, through imaginative vision ad- 
dressed to imaginative experience (not to set judgment) 
of possibilities that contrast with actual conditions. A 
sense of possibilities that are unrealized and that might 
be realized are when they are put in contrast with actual 
conditions, the most penetrating ‘^criticism” of the latter 
that can be made. It is by a sense of possibilities opening 
before us that we become aware of constrictions that hem 
us in and of burdens that oppress. 

It is by way of communication that art becomes the in- 
comparable organ of instruction, but the way is so remote 
from that usually associated with the idea of education, it 
is a way that lifts art so far above what we are accus- 
tomed to think of as instruction, that we are repelled by 
any suggestion of teaching and learning in connectioa 
with art. But our revolt is in fact a reflection upon educa- 
tion that proceeds by methods so literal as to exclude the 
imagination and one not touching the desires and emo- 
tions of men. Shelley said, “The imagination is the great 
instrument of moral good, and poetry administers to the 
effect by acting upon the causes.” Hence it is, he goes on 
to say, “a poet would do ill to embody his own concept 
tions of right and wrong, which are usually those of his 
own time and place, in hjp poetical creations. ... By the 
assumption of this inferior office ... he would resign par- 
ticipation in the cause” — the imagination. It is the lesser 
poets who “have frequently affected a moral aim, and the 
effect of their poetry is diminished in exact prc^ortion as 
they compel us to advert to this purpose.” But the power 
of imaginative projection is so great that he calls poets 
“the founders of civil society.” 

The problem of the relation of art and morals is too 
often treated as if the problem existed only on the side of 
art. It is virtually assumed that morals are satisfactory ii 
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idea if not in fact, and that the only question is whether 
and in what ways art should conform to a moral system 
already developed. But Shelley’s statement goes to the 
heart of the matter. Imagination is the chief instrument pf 
the good. It is more or less a commonplace to say that! a 
person’s ideas and treatment of his fellows are dependent 
upon his power to put himself imaginatively in their plac^. 
But the primacy of the imagination extends far beyond 
the scope of direct personal relationships. Except wher^» 
“ideal” is used in conventional deference or as a name 
for a sentimental reverie, the ideal factors in every moral 
outlook and human loyalty are imaginative. The historic 
alliance of religion and art has its roots in this common 
quality. Hence it is that art is more moral than moralities. 
For the latter either are, or tend to become, consecrations 
of the status quo, reflections of custom, reenforcements of 
the established order. The moral prophets of humanity 
have always been poets even though they spoke in free 
verse or by parable. Uniformly, however, their vision of 
possibilities has soon been converted into a proclamation 
of facts that already exist and hardened into semi-political 
institutions. Their imaginative presentation of ideals that 
should command thought and desire have been treated as 
rules of policy. Art has been t^e means of keeping alive 
the sense of purposes that outrun evidence and of mean- 
ings that transcend indurated habit. 

Morals are assigned a special compartment in theory 
and practice because they reflect the divisions embodied 
in economic and political institutions. Wherever social di- 
visions and barriers exist, practices and ideas that corre- 
spond to them fix metes and bounds, so that liberal action 
is placed under restraint. Creative intelligence is looked 
upon with distrust; the innovations that are the essence of 
individuality are feared, and generous impulse is put un- 
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der bonds not to disturb the peace. Were art an acknowl- 
edged power in human association and not treated as the 
pleasuring of an idle moment or as a means of ostentatious 
display, and were morals understood to be identical with 
every aspect of value that is shared in experience, the 
“problem” of the relation of art and morals would not 
exist. 




CHAPTER TWENTY 


THE RELIGIOUS IN EXPERIENCE* 

NEVER before in history has mankind been so much 
of two minds, so divided into two camps, as it is today. 
Religions have traditionally been allied with ideas of the 
supernatural, and often have been based upon explicit be- 
liefs about it. Today there are many who hold that noth- 
ing worthy of being called religious is possible apart from 
the supernatural. Those who hold this belief differ in 
many respects. They range from those who accept the 
dogmas and sacraments of the Greek and Roman Catholic 
Church as the only sure means of access to the supernat^ 
ural to the theist or mild deist. Between them are the 
many Protestant denominations who think the Scriptures, 
aided by a pure conscience, are adequate avenues to super- 
natural truth and power. But they agree in one point: 
the necessity for a Supernatural Being and for an immor- 
tality that is beyond the power of nature. 

The opposed group consists of those who think the ad- 
vance of culture and science has completely discredited 
the supernatural and with it all religions that were allied 
with belief in it. But they go beyond this point. The ex- 
tremists in this group believe that with elimination of the 
supernatural not only must historic religions be dismissed 
but tvith them everything of a religious nature. When his- 
torical knowledge has discredited the claims made for the 

* From A Common Faith, The selecUons are from all parts of th 
book. 
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supernatural character of the persons said to have founded 
historic religions; when the supernatural inspiration attrib- 
uted to literatures held sacred has been riddled, and when 
anthropological and psychological knowledge has disclo»d 
the all-too.-human source from which religious beliefs and 
practices have sprung, ever3rthing religious must, th^y 
say, also go. \ 

There is one idea held in common by these two opposite 
groups: identification of the religious with the supernat^, 
ural. The question I shall raise [in these chapters] con- 
cerns the ground for and the consequences of this identifi- 
cation: its reasons and its value. In the discussion I shall 
develop another conception of the nature of the 'religious 
phase of experience, one that separates it from the super- 
natural and the things that have grown up about it. I shall 
try to show that these derivations are encumbrances and 
that what is genuinely religious will undergo an emancipa- 
tion when it is relieved from them; that then, for the first 
time, the religious aspect of experience will be enabled to 
develop freely on its own account. 

This view is exposed to attack from both the other 
camps. It goes contrary to traditional religions, including 
those that have the greatest hold upon the religiously 
minded today. The view announced will seem to them to 
cut the vital nerve of the religious element itself in taking 
away the basis upon which traditional religions and insti- 
tutions have been founded. From the other side, the posi- 
tion I am taking seems like a timid halfway position, a 
concession and compromise unworthy of thought that is 
thoroughgoing. It is regarded as a view entertained from 
mere tendermindedness, as an emotional hangover from 
childhood indoctrination, or even as a manifestation of a 
desire to avoid disapproval and curry favor. 

The heart of my point is that there is a difference l)e- 



THE RELIGIOUS IN EXPERIENCE 

tween religion, a religion, and the religious; between any- 
thing that may be denoted by a noun substantive and the 
quality of experience that is designated by an adjective. It 
is not easy to find a definition of religion in the substan- 
tive sense that wins general acceptance. However, in the 
Oxford Dictionary I find the following: “Recognition on 
the part of man of some unseen higher power as having 
control of his destiny and as being entitled to obedience, 
reverence and worship.” 

This particular definition is less explicit in assertion of 
the supernatural character of the higher unseen power 
than are others that might be cited. It is, however, sur- 
charged with implications having their source in ideas con- 
nected with the belief in the supernatural, characteristic of 
historic religions. Let us suppose that one familiar with the 
history of religions, including those called primitive, com- 
pares the definition with the variety of known facts and by 
means of the comparison sets out to determine just what 
the* definition means. I think he will be struck by three 
facts that reduce the terms of the definition to such a low 
common denominator that little meaning is left. 

He will note that the “unseen powers” referred to have 
been conceived in a multitude of incompatible ways. Elim- 
inating the differences, nothing is left beyond the bare ref- 
erence to something unseen and powerful. This has been 
conceived as the vague and undefined Mana of the Melan- 
esians; the Kami of primitive Shintoism; the fetish of the 
Africans; spirits, having some human properties, that per- 
vade natural places and animate natural forces; the ulti- 
mate and impersonal principle of Buddhism; the unmoved 
mover of Greek thought; the gods and semidivine heroes 
of the Greek and Roman Pantheons; the personal and 
loving Providence of Christianity, omnipotent, and limited 
by a corresponding evil power; the arbitrary Will of Mos- 
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lemism; the supreme legislator and judge of deism. And 
these are but a few of the outstanding varieties of ways 
in which the invisible power has been conceived. 

There is no greater similarity in the ways in which j)be- 
dience and reverence have been expressed. There has lieen 
worship of animals, of ghosts, of ancestors, phallic wor- 
ship, as well as of a Being of dread power and of Ibye 
and wisdom. Reverence has been expressed in the hum^n 
sacrifices of the Peruvians and Aztecs; the sexual orgies 
of some Oriental religions; exorcisms and ablutions; the 
offering of the humble and contrite mind of the Hebrew 
prophet, the elaborate rituals of the Greek and Roman 
Churches, not even sacrifice has been uniform; it is 
highly sublimated in Protestant denominations and in 
Moslemism. Where it has existed it has taken all kinds of 
forms and been directed to a great variety of powers and 
spirits. It has been used for expiation, for propitiation and 
for buying special favors. There is no conceivable purpose 
for which rites have not been employed. 

Finally, there is no discernible unity in the moral moti- 
vations appealed to and utilized. They have been as far 
apart as fear of lasting torture, hope of enduring bliss in 
which sexual enjoyment has sometimes been a conspicu- 
ous element; mortification of the flesh and extreme ascet- 
icism; prostitution and chastity; wars to extirpate the un- 
believer; persecution to convert or punish the unbeliever, 
and philanthropic zeal; servile acceptance of imposed dog- 
ma, along with brotherly love and aspiration ff*r a reign of 
justice among men. 

I have, of course, mentioned only a sparse number of 
the facts which fill volumes in any well-stocked library. 
It may be asked by those who do not like to look upon 
the darker side of the history of religions why the darker 
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facts should be brought up. We all know that civilized 
man has a background of bestiality and superstition and 
that these elements are still with us. Indeed, have not 
some religions, including the most influential forms of 
Christianity, taught that the heart of man is totally cor- 
rupt? How could the course of religion in its entire sweep 
not be marked by practices that are shameful in their cru- 
elty and lustfulness, and by beliefs that are degraded and 
intellectually Incredible? What else than what we find 
could be expected, in the case of people having little 
knowledge and no secure method of knowing; with primi- 
tive institutions, and with so little control of natural forces 
that they lived in a constant state of fear? 

I gladly admit that historic religions have been relative 
to the conditions of social culture in which peoples lived. 
Indeed, what I am concerned with is to press home the 
logic of this method of disposal of outgrown traits of past 
religions. Beliefs and practices in a religion that now pre- 
vails are by this logic relative to the present state of cul- 
ture. If so much flexibility has obtained in the past regard- 
ing an unseen power, the way it affects human destiny, 
and the attitudes we are to take toward it, why should it 
be assumed that change in conception and action has now 
come to an end? The logic involved in getting rid of in- 
convenient aspects of past religions compels us to inquire 
how much in religions now accepted are survivals from 
outgrown cultures. It compels us to ask what conception 
of unseen powers and our relations to them would be con- 
sonant with the best achievements and aspirations of the 
present. It demands that in imagination we wipe the slate 
dean and start afresh by asking what would be the idea 
of the unseen, of the manner of its control over us and the 
ways in which reverence and obedience would be mani- 
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fested, if whatever is basically religious in experience had 
the opportunity to express itself free from all historic en- 
cumbrances. 

So we return to the elements of the definition that jhas 
been given. What boots it to accept, in defense of the uni- 
versality of religion, a definition that applies equallyWo 
the most savage and degraded beliefs and practices that 
have related to unseen powers and to noble ideals of a 
religion having the greatest share of moral content? There 
are two points involved. One of them is that there is noth- 
ing left worth preserving in the notions of unseen powers, 
controlling human destiny to which obedience, reverence 
and worship are due, if we glide silently over the nature 
that has .been attributed to the powers, the radically di- 
verse ways in which they have been supposed to control 
human destiny, and in which submission and awe have 
been manifested. The other point is that when we begin 
to select, to choose, and say that some present ways of 
thinking about the unseen powers are better than others; 
that the reverence shown by a free and self-respecting hu- 
man being is better than the servile obedience rendered to 
an arbitrary p)ower by frightened men ; that we should be- 
lieve that control of human destiny is exercised by a wise 
and loving spirit rather than by madcap ghosts or sheer 
force — when, I say, we begin to choose, we have entered 
upon a road that has not yet come to an end. We have 
reached a point that invites us to proceed farther. 

For we are forced to acknowledge that concretely there 
is no such thing as religion in the singular. There is only 
a multitude of religions. ‘‘Religion'^ is a strictly collective 
term and the collection it stands for is not even of the 
kind illustrated in textbooks of logic. It has not the tinity 
of a regiment pr assembly but that of any miscellaneous 
aggregate. Attempts to prove the universality prove too 
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much or too little. It is probable that religions have been 
universal in the sense that all the peoples we know any- 
thing about have had a religion. But the differences among 
them are so great and so shocking that any common ele- 
ment that can be extracted is meaningless. The idea that 
religion is universal proves too little in that the older apol- 
ogists for Christianity seem to have been better advised 
than some modern ones in condemning every religion but 
one as an impostor, as at bottom some kind of demon 
worship or at any rate a superstitious figment. Choice 
among religions is imperative, and the necessity for choice 
leaves nothing of any force in the argument from univer- 
sality. Moreover, when once we enter upon the road of 
choice, there is at once presented a possibility not yet 
generally realized. 

For the historic increase of the ethical and ideal con- 
tent of religions suggests that the process of purification 
may be carried further. It indicates that further choice is 
imminent in which certain values and functions in experi- 
ence may be selected. This possibility is what I had in 
mind in speaking of the difference between the religious 
and a religion. I am not proposing a religion, but rather 
the emancipation of elements and outlooks that may be 
called religious. For the moment we have a religion, 
whether that of the Sioux Indian or of Judaism or of 
Christianity, that moment the ideal factors in experience 
that may be called religious take on a load that is not in- 
herent in them, a load of current beliefs and of institu- 
tional practices that are irrelevant to them. 

I can illustrate what I mean by a common phenomenon 
in contemporary life. It is widely supposed that a person 
who does not accept any religion is thereby shown to be a 
non-religious person. Yet it is conceivable that the present 
depression in religion is closely connected with the fact 
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that religions now prevent, because of their weight of his- 
toric encumbrance^, the religious quality of experience 
from coming to consciousness and finding the expression 
that is appropriate to present conditions, intellectual jani 
moral. I believe that such is the case. I believe that many 
persons are so repelled from what exists as a religion\by 
its intellectual and moral implications, that they are not 
even aware of attitudes in themselves that if they came'^o 
fruition would be genuinely religious. I hope that this re- 
mark may help make clear what I mean by the distinction 
between “religion” as a noun substantive and “religious” 
as adjectival. 

To be somewhat more explicit, a religion (and as I have 
just said there is no such thing as religion in general) al- 
ways signifies a special body of beliefs and practices hav- 
ing some kind of institutional organization, loose or tight. 
In contrast, the adjective “religious” denotes nothing in 
the way of a specifiable entity, either institutional or as a 
system of beliefs. It does not denote anything to which one 
can specifically point as one can point to this and that his- 
toric religion or existing church. For it does not denote 
an3rthing that can exist by itself or that can be organized 
into a particular and distinctive form of existence. It de- 
notes attitudes that may be taken toward every object 
and every proposed end or ideal. 

Before, however, I develop my suggestion that realiza- 
tion of the distinction just made would operate to emanci- 
pate the religious quality from encumbrances that now 
smother or limit it, I must refer to a position that in some 
respects is similar in words to the position I have taken, 
but that in fact is a whole world removed from it. I have 
several times used the phrase “rdigious elements of experi- 
ence.” Now at present there is much talk, especially in lib- 
eral circles, of religious experience as vouching for the 
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authenticity of certain beliefs and the desirability of cer 
tain practices, such as particular forms of prayer and 
worship. It is even asserted that religious experience is 
the ultimate basis of religion itself. The gulf between this 
position and that which I have taken is what I am now 
concerned to point out. 

Those who hold to the notion that there is a definite 
kind of experience which is itself religious, by that very 
fact make out of it something specific, as a kind of experi- 
ence that is marked off from experience as esthetic, sci- 
entific, moral, political; from experience as companion- 
ship and friendship. But ‘^religious” as a quality of experi- 
• ence signifies something that may belong to all these ex- 
periences. It is the polar opposite of some type of experi- 
ence that can exist by itself. The distinction comes out 
clearly when it is noted that the concept of this distinct 
kind of experience is used to validate a belief in some spe- 
cial kind of object and also to justify some special kind of 
practice. 

The discussion may be made more definite by introduc- 
ing, at this point, a particular illustration of this t3q>e of 
reasoning. A writer says: *‘I broke down from overwork 
and soon came to the verge of nervous prostration. One 
morning after a long and sleepless night. . . I resolved 
to stop drawing upon myself so continuously and begin 
drawing upon God. I determined to set apart a quiet 
time every day in which I could relate my life to its ulti- 
mate source, regain the consciousness that in God I live, 
move and have my being. That was thirty years ago. 
Since then I have had literally not one hqnr of darkness 
or despair.** 

This is an impressive record. I do not doubt its authen- 
ticity nor that of the experience related. It illustrates a 
religious aspect of experience. But it illustrates , also the 
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use of that quality to carry a superimposed load of a par- 
ticular religion. For having been brought up in the Chris- 
tian religion, its subject interprets it in the terms of. the 
personal God characteristic of that religion. Taoists, Bud- 
dhists, Moslems, persons of no religion including tnose 
who reject all supernatural influence and power, have l;iad 
experiences similar in their effect. Yet another autljior 
commenting upon the passage says: “The religious exp^t 
can be more sure that this God exists than he can of 
either the cosmological God of speculative surmise or the 
Christlike God involved in. the validity of moral opti- 
mism,” and goes on to add that such experiences “mean 
that God the savior, the power that gives victory over sin 
on certain conditions that man can fulfill, is an existent, 
accessible and scientifically knowable reality.” It should 
be clear that this inference is sound only if the condi- 
tions, of whatever sort, that produce the effect are called 
“God.” But most readers will take the inference to mean 
that the existence of a particular Being, of the type called 
“God” in the Christian religion, is proved by a method 
akin to that of experimental science. 

In reality, the only thing that can be said to be 
“proved” is the existence of some complex of conditions 
that have operated to effect an adjustment in life, an ori- 
entation, that brings with it a sense of security and peace. 
The particular interpretation given to this complex of con- 
ditions is not inherent in the experience itself. It is de- 
rived from the culture with which a particular person has 
been imbued. 

The intent of this discussion is not to deny the genuine- 
ness of the result nor its importance in life. It is not^ save 
incidentally, to point out the possibility of a purely natu- 
ralistic e^q^lanation of the event. My purpose is to indicate 
what h^)pens when religious experience is already set 
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aside as something sui generis. The actual religious quality 
in the experience described is the effect produced, the bet- 
ter adjustment in life and its conditions, not the manner 
and cause of its production. The way in which the experi- 
ence operated, its function, determines its religious value. 
If the reorientation actually occurs, it, and the sense of 
security and stability accompanying it, are forces on their 
own account. It takes place in different persons in a multi- 
tude of ways. It is sometimes brought about by devotion 
to a cause ; sometimes by a passage of poetry that opens a 
new perspective; sometimes as was the case with Spinoza 
— deemed an atheist in his day — through ohilosophical re- 
flection. 

The difference between an experience having a religious 
force because of what it does in and to the processes of 
living and religious experience as a separate kind of thing 
gives me occasion to refer to a previous remark. If this 
function were rescued through emancipation from depend- 
ence upon specific types of beliefs and practices, from 
those elements that constitute a religion, many individuals 
would find that experiences having the force of bringing 
about a better, deeper and enduring adjustment in life are 
not so rare and infrequent as they are commonly supposed 
to be. They occur frequently in connection with many sig- 
nificant moments of living. The idea of invisible powers 
would take on the meaning of all the conditions of nature 
and human association that support and deepen the sense 
of values which carry one through periods of darkness and 
despair to such an extent that they lose their usual de- 
pressive character. 

I do not suppose for many minds the dislocation of the 
religious from a religion is easy to effect. Tradition and 
custom, especially when emotionally charged, are a part 
of the habits that have become one with our very being. 
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But the possibility of the transfer is demonstrated by its 
actuality. Let us then for the moment drop the term “re- 
ligious,” and ask what are the attitudes that lend deep 
and enduring support to the processes of living. I have, 
for example, used the words “adjustment” and “oriei^ta- 
tion.” What do they signify? \ 

While the words “accommodation,” “adaptation,” aind 
■^‘adjustment” are frequently employed as synonyms, atti- 
tudes exist that are so different that for the sake of clear 
thought they should be discriminated. There are condi- 
tions we meet that cannot be changed. If they are particu- 
lar and limited, we modify our own particular attitudes in 
accordance with them. Thus we accommodate ourselves to 
changes in weather, to alterations in income when we 
hsLve no other recourse. When the external conditions are 
lasting we become inured, habituated, or, as the process 
is now often called, conditioned. The two main traits of 
this attitude, which I should like to call accommodation, 
are that it affects particular modes of conduct, not the en- 
tire self, and that the process is mainly passive. It may, 
however, become general and then it becomes fatalistic 
resignation or submission. There are other attitudes to- 
ward the environment that are also particular but that 
are more active. We react against conditions and en- 
deavor to change them to meet our wants and demands. 
Plays in a foreign language are “adapted” to meet the 
needs of an American audience. A house is rebuilt to suit 
changed conditions of the household ; the telephone is in- 
vented to serve the demand for speedy communication at 
a distance; dry soils are irrigated so that they may bear 
abundant crops. Instead of accommodating ourselves to 
conditions, we modify conditions so that they will be ac- 
commodated to our wants and purposes. This process may 
be called adaptation. 
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Now both of these processes are often called by the 
more general name of , adjustment. But there are also 
changes in ourselves in relation to the world in which we 
live that are much more inclusive and deep seated. They 
relate not to this and that want in relation to this and 
that condition of our surroundings, but pertain to our be- 
ing in its entirety. Because of their scope, this modifica- 
tion of ourselves is enduring. It lasts through any amount 
of vicissitude of circumstances, internal and external. 
There is a composing and harmonizing of the various ele- 
ments of our being such that, in spite of changes in the 
special conditions that surround us, these conditions are 
also arranged, settled, in relation to us. This attitude in- 
cludes a note of submission. But it is voluntary, not ex- 
ternally imposed; and as voluntary it is something more 
than a mere Stoical resolution to endure unperturbed 
throughout the buffetings of fortune. It is more outgoing, 
more ready and glad, than the latter attitude, and it is 
more active than the former. And in calling it voluntary, 
it is not meant that it depends upon a particular resolve 
or volition. It is a change oj will conceived as the organic 
plenitude of our being, rather than any special change in 
will. 

It is the claim of religions that they effect this generic 
and enduring change in attitude. I should like to turn the 
statement around and say that whenever this change takes 
place there is a definitely religious attitude. It is not a re- 
ligion that brings it about, but when it occurs, from what- 
ever cause and by whatever means, there is a religious 
outlook and function. As I have said before, the doctrinal 
or intellectual apparatus and the institutional accretions 
that grow up are, in a strict sense, adventitious to the in- 
trinsic quality of such exp)eriences. For they are affairs of 
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the traditions of the culture with which individuals are 
inoculated. 

The connection between imagination and the hapmo- 
nizing of the self is closer than is usually thought.\The 
idea of a whole, whether of the whole personal being of 
the world, is an imaginative, not a literal, idea. The lim- 
ited world of our observation and reflection becomes the 
Universe only through imaginative extension. It cannot' be 
apprehended in knowledge or realized in reflection. 
Neither observation, thought, nor practical activity can at- 
tain that complete unification of the self which is called a 
whole. The whole self is an ideal, an imaginative projec- 
tion. Hence the idea of a thoroughgoing and deepseated 
harmonizing of the self with the Universe (as a name for 
the totality of conditions with which the self is connected) 
operates only through imagination — which is one reason 
why this composing of the self is not voluntary in the 
sense of an act of special volition or resolution. An “ad- 
justment” possesses the will rather than is its express 
product. Religionists have been right in thinking of it as 
an influx from sources beyond conscious deliberation and 
purpose — a fact that helps explain, psychologically, why 
it has so generally been attributed to a supernatural 
source and that, perhaps, throws some light upon the refer- 
ence of it by William James to unconscious factors. And 
it is pertinent to note that the unification of the self 
throughout the ceaseless flux of what it does, suffers, and 
achieves, cannot be attained in terms of itself. The self is 
always directed toward something beyond itself and so its 
own unification depends upon the idea of the integration 
of the shifting scenes of the .world into that imaginative 
totality we call the Universe. 

The intimate connection of imagination with ideal ele- 
ments in experience is generally recognized. Such is not 
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the case with respect to its connection with faith. The lat- 
ter has been regarded as a substitute for knowledge, for 
sight. It is defined, in the Christian religion, as evidence 
of things not seen. The implication is that faith is a kind 
of anticipatory vision of things that are now invisible be- 
cause of the limitations of our finite and erring nature. 
Because it is a substitute for knowledge, its material and 
object are intellectual in quality. As John Locke summed 
up the matter, faith is “assent to a proposition ... on 
the credit of its proposer.’' Religious faith is then given to 
a body of propositions as true on the credit of their super- 
natural author, reason coming in to demonstrate the rea- 
sonableness of giving such credit. Of necessity there re- 
sults the development of theologies, or bodies of system- 
atic propositions, to make explicit in organized form the 
content of the propositions to which belief is attached 
and assent given. Given the point of view, those who hold 
that religion necessarily implies a theology are correct. 

But belief or faith has also a moral and practical im- 
port. Even devils, according to the older theologians, be- 
lieve— and tremble. A distinction was made, therefore, be- 
tween “speculative" or intellectual belief and an act called 
“justifying" faith. Apart from any theological context, 
there is a difference between belief that is a conviction 
that some end should be supreme over conduct, and belief 
that some object or being exists as a truth for the intellect. 
Conviction in the moral sense signifies being conquered, 
vanquished, in our active nature by an ideal end; it sig- 
nifies acknowledgment of its rightful claim over our de- 
sires and purposes. Such acknowledgment is practical, not 
primarily intellectual. It goes beyond evidence that can be 
presented to any possible observer. Reflection, often long 
and arduous, may be i^jvolved in arriving at the convic- 
tion, but the import of thought is not exhausted m dis- 
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covery of evidence that can justify intellectual assent. The 
authority of an ideal over choice and conduct is the au- 
thority of an ideal, not of a fact, of a truth guaranteed to 
intellect, not of the status of the one who propounds! the 
truth. I 

Such moral faith is not easy. It was questioned of^^ld 
whether the Son of Man should find faith on the eartH in 
his coming. Moral faith has been bolstered by all sorts of 
arguments intended to prove that its object is not ideal 
and that its claim upon us is not primarily moral or prac- 
tical, since the ideal in question is already embedded in 
the existent frame of things. It is argued that the ideal is 
already the final reality at the heart of things that exist, 
and that only our senses or the corruption of our natures 
prevent us from apprehending its prior existential being. 
Starting, say, from such an idea as that justice is more 
than a moral ideal because it is embedded in the very 
make-up of the actually existent world, men have gone on 
to build up vast intellectual schemes, philosophies, and 
theologies, to prove that ideals are real not as ideals but 
as antecedently existing actualities. They have failed to 
see that in converting moral realities into matters of intel- 
lectual assent they have evinced lack of moral faith. Faith 
that something should be in existence as far as lies in our 
power is changed into the intellectual belief that it is al- 
ready in existence. When physical existence does not bear 
out the assertion, the physical is subtly changed into the 
metaphysical. In this way, moral faith has been inextri- 
cably tied up with intellectual beliefs about the supernat- 
ural. 

What has been said does not imply that all moral faith 
in ideal ends is by virtue of that fact religious in quality. 
The^religious is “morality touched by emotion” only when 
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the ends of moral conviction arouse emotions that are not 
only intense but are actuated and supported by ends so 
inclusive that they unify the self. The inclusiveness of the 
end in relation to both self and the “universe” to which 
an inclusive self is related is indispensable. According to 
the best authorities, “religion” comes from a root that 
means being bound or tied. Originally, it meant being 
bound by vows to a particular way of life — as les religieux 
were monks and nuns who had assumed certain vows. The 
religious attitude signifies something that is bound through 
imagination to a general attitude. This comprehensive at- 
titude, moreover, is much broader than anything indicated 
by “moral” in its usual sense. The quality of attitude is 
displayed in art, science and good citizenship. 

If we apply the conception set forth to the terms of the 
definition earlier quoted, these terms take on a new signifi- 
cance. An unseen power controlling our destiny becomes 
the power of an ideal. All possibilities, as possibilities, are 
ideal in character. The artist, scientist, citizen, parent, as 
far as they are actuated by the spirit of their callings, are 
controlled by the unseen. For all endeavor for the better 
is moved by faith in what is possible, not by adherence to 
the actual. Nor does this faith depend for its moving 
power upon intellectual assurance or belief that the things 
worked for must surely prevail and come into embodied 
existence. For the authority of the object to determine our 
attitude and conduct, the right that is given it to claim 
our allegiance and devotion is based on the intrinsic na- 
ture of the ideal. The outcome, given our best endeavor, 
is not with us. The inherent vice of all intellectual 
schemes of idealism is that they convert the idealism of 
action into a system of beliefs about antecedent reality. 
The character assigned this reality is so different from 
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that which observation and reflection lead to and support 
that these schemes inevitably glide into alliance with the 
supernatural. 

All religions, marked by elevated ideal quality, |iave 
dwelt upon the power of religion to introduce perspective 
into the piecemeal and shifting episodes of existence. I^ere 
too we need to reverse the ordinary statement and kay 
that whatever introduces genuine perspective is religious, 
not that religion is something that introduces it. There can 
be no doubt (referring to the second element of the defini- 
tion) of our dependence upon forces beyond our control. 
Primitive man was so impotent in the face of these forces 
that, especially in an unfavorable natural environment, 
fear became a dominant attitude, and, as the old saying 
goes, fear created the gods. 

Wi^/t increase of mechanisms of control, the element of 
fear has, relatively speaking, subsided. Some optimistic 
souls have even concluded that the forces about us are on 
the whole essentially benign. But every crisis, whether of 
the individual or of the community, reminds man of the 
precarious and partial nature of the control he exercises. 
When man, individually and collectively, has done his ut- 
termost, conditions that at different times and places have 
given rise to the ideas of Fate and Fortune, of Chance and 
Providence, remain. It is the part of manliness to insist 
upon the capacity of mankind to strive to direct natural 
and social forces to humane ends. But unqualified absolut- 
istic statements about the omnipotence of such endeavors 
reflect egoism rather than intelligent courage. 

The fact that human destiny is so interwoven with 
forces beyond human control renders it unnecessary to 
suppose that dependence and the humility that accom- 
panies it have to find the particular channel that is pre- 
scribed by traditional doctrines. What is especially signifi- 
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cant is rather the form which the sense of dependence 
takes. Fear never gave stable perspective in the life of 
anyone. It is dispersive and withdrawing. Most religions 
have in fact added rites of communion to those of expia- 
tion and propitiation. For our dependence is manifested in 
those relations to the environment that support our under- 
takings and aspirations as much as it is in the defeats in- 
flicted upon us. The essentially unreligious attitude is that 
which attributes human achievement and purpose to man 
in isolation from the world of physical nature and his fel- 
lows. Our successes are dependent upon the cooperation 
of nature. The sense of the dignity of human nature is as 
religious as is the sense of awe and reverence when it rests 
upon a sense of human nature as a cooperating part of a 
larger whole. Natural piety is not of necessity either a 
fatalistic acquiescence in natural happenings or a romantic 
idealization of the world. It may rest upon a just sense of 
nature as the whole of which we are parts, while it also 
recognizes that we are parts that are marked by intelli- 
gence and purpose, having the capacity to strive by their 
aid to bring conditions into greater consonance with what 
is humanly desirable. Such piety is an inherent constit- 
uent of a just perspective in life. 

Understanding and knowledge also enter into a perspec- 
tive that is religious in quality. Faith in the continued dis- 
closing of truth through directed cooperative human en- 
deavor is more religious in quality than is any faith in a 
completed revelation. It is of course now usual to hold 
that revelation is not completed in the sense of being 
ended. But religions hold that the essential framework is 
settled in its significant moral features at least, and that 
new elements that are offered must be judged by conform- 
ity to this framework. Some fixed doctrinal apparatus is 
necessary for a religion. But faith in the possibilities of 
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continued and rigorous inquiry does not limit access to 
truth to any channel or scheme of things. It does not first 
say that truth is universal and then add there is but /one 
road to it. It does not depend for assurance upon subjec- 
tion to any dogma or item of doctrine. It trusts thatpe 
natural interactions between man and his environment will 
breed more intelligence and generate more knowledge pto- 
vided the scientific methods that define intelligence in 
operation are pushed further into the mysteries of the 
world, being themselves promoted and improved in the 
operation. There is such a thing as faith in intelligence 
becoming religious in quality — a fact that perhaps ex- 
plains the efforts of some religionists to disparage the pos- 
sibilities of intelligence as a force. They properly feel such 
faith to be a dangerous rival. 

ii 

The view I have advanced is sometimes treated as if 
the identification of the divine with ideal ends left the 
ideal w’holly without roots in existence and without sup- 
port from existence. The objection implies that my view 
commits one to such a separation of the ideal and the ex- 
istent that the ideal has no chance to find lodgment even 
AS a seed that might grow and bear fruit. On the contrary, 
what I have been criticizing is the identification of the 
ideal with a particular Being, especially when that identi- 
fication makes necessary the conclusion that this Being is 
outside of nature, and what I have tried to show is that 
the ideal itself has its roots in natural conditions; it 
emerges when the imagination idealizes existence by lay- 
ing hold of the possibilities offered to thought and action. 
There ate values, goods, actually realized upon a natural 
basis — the goods of human association, of art and knowl- 
edge. The idealizmg imagination seizes upon the most pre- 
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cious things found in the climacteric moments of experi- 
ence and projects them. We need no external criterion and 
guarantee for their goodness. They are had, they exist as 
good, and out of them we frame our ideal ends. 

Moreover, the ends that result from our projection of 
experienced goods into objects of thought, desire and ef- 
fort exist only they exist as ends. Ends, purposes, exercise 
determining power in human conduct. The aims of philan- 
thropists, of Florence Nightingale, of Howard, of Wilber- 
force, of Peabody, have not been idle dreams. They have 
modified institutions. Aims, ideals, do not exist simply in 
“mind”; they exist in character, in personality and ac- 
tion. One might call the roll of artists, intellectual in- 
quirers, parents, friends, citizens who are neighbors, to 
show that purposes exist in an operative way. What I have 
been objecting to, I repeat, is not the idea that ideals are 
linked with existence and that they themselves exist, 
through human embodiment, as forces, but the idea that 
their authority and value depend upon some prior complete 
embodiment— as if the efforts of human beings in behalf 
of justice, or knowledge or beauty, depended for their 
effectiveness and validity upon assurance that there al- 
ready existed in some supernal region a place where 
criminals are humanely treated, where there is no serfdom 
or slavery, where all facts and truths are already dis- 
covered and possessed, and all beauty is eternally dis- 
played in actualized form. 

The aims and ideals that move us are generated through 
imagination. But they are not made out of imaginary stuff. 
They are made out of the hard stuff of the world of ph^- 
ical and social experience. The locomotive did not exist 
before Stevenson, nor the telegraph before the time of 
Morse, But the conditions for their existence were there m 
physical material and energies and in human capacity. 
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Imagination seized hold upon the idea of a rearrangement 
of existing things that would evolve new objects. The s^me 
thing is true of a painter, a musician, a poet, a philanthro- 
pist, a moral prophet. The new vision does not arise out of 
nothing, but emerges through seeing, in terms of possibili- 
ties, that is, of imagination, old things in new relatiotis 
serving a new end which the new end aids in creating. \ 

Moreover the process of creation is experimental and 
continuous. The artist, scientific man, or good citizen, de- 
pends upon what others have done before him and are do- 
ing around him. The sense of new values that become 
ends to be realized arises first in dim and uncertain form. 
As the values are dwelt upon and carried forward in ac- 
tion they grow in definiteness and coherence. Interaction 
between aim and existent conditions improves and tests 
the ideal; and conditions are at the same time modified. 
Ideals change as they are applied in existent conditions. 
The process endures and advances with the life of hu- 
manity, What one person and one group accomplish be- 
comes the standing ground and starting point of those 
who succeed them. When the vital factors in this natural 
process are generally acknowledged in emotion, thought 
and action, the process will be both accelerated and puri- 
fied through elimination of that irrelevant element that 
culminates in the idea of the supernatural. When the vital 
factors attain the religious force that has been drafted in- 
to supernatural religions, the resulting reinforcement will 
be incalculable. 

These considerations may be applied to the idea of God, 
or, to avoid misleading conceptions, to the idea of the 
divine. This idea is, as I have said, one of ideal possibili- 
ties unified through imaginative realization and projec- 
tion. But this idea of God, or of the divine, is also con- 
nected with all the natural forces and conditions — includ- 
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ing man and human association — that promote the growth 
of the ideal and that further its realization. We are in the 
presence neither of ideals completely embodied in exist- 
ence nor yet of ideals that are mere rootless ideals, fan- 
tasies, utopias. For there are forces in nature and society 
that generate and support the ideals. They are further 
unified by the action that gives them coherence and solid- 
ity. It is this active relation between ideal and actual to 
which I would give the name “God.^^ I would not insist 
that the name must be given. There are those who hold 
that the associations of the term with the supernatural are 
so numerous and close that any use of the word “God^’ is 
sure to give rise to misconception and be taken as a con- 
cession to traditional ideas. 

They may be correct in this view. But the facts to 
which I have referred are there, and they need to be 
brought out with all possible clearness and force. There 
exist concretely and experimentally goods — the values of 
art in all its forms, of knowledge, of effort and of rest 
after striving, of education and fellowship, of friendship 
and love, of growth in mind and body. These goods are 
there and yet they are relatively embryonic. Many per- 
sons are shut out from generous participation in them; 
there are forces at work that threaten and sap existent 
goods as well as prevent their expansion, A clear and in- 
tense conception of ,a union of ideal ends with actual con- 
ditions is capable of arousing steady emotion. It may be 
fed by every experience, no matter what its material. 

In a distracted age, the need for such an idea is urgent. 
It can unify interests and energies now dispersed; it can 
direct action and generate the heat of emotion and the 
light of intelligence. Whether one gives the name “God” 
to this union, operative in thought and action, is a matter 
for individual decision. But the function of such a work- 
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ing union of the ideal and actual seems to me to be iden- 
tical with the force that has in fact been attached to the 
conception of God in all the religions that have a spiritual 
content; and a clear idea of that function seems tojme 
urgently needed at the present time. 

The sense of this union may, with some persons, \be 
furthered by mystical experiences, using the term “mjfs- 
ticar^ in its broadest sense. That result depends largely 
upon temperament. But there is a marked difference be- 
tween the union associated with mysticism and the union 
which I had in mind. There is nothing mystical about the 
latter; it is natural and moral. Nor is there anything mys- 
tical about the perception or consciousness of such union. 
Imagination of ideal ends pertinent to actual conditions 
represents the fruition of a disciplined mind. There is, in- 
deed, even danger that resort to mystical experiences will 
be an escape, and that its result will be the passive feel- 
ing that the union of actual and ideal is already accom- 
plished. But in fact this union is active and practical; it 
is a uniting, not something given. 

One reason why personally I think it fitting to use the 
word ‘‘God” to denote that uniting of the ideal and actual 
which has been spoken of, lies in the fact that aggressive 
atheism seems to me to have something in common with 
traditional supernaturalism. I do not mean merely that 
the former is mainly so negative that it fails to give posi- 
tive direction to thought, though that fact is pertinent. 
What I have in mind especially is the exclusive preoccupa- 
tion of both militant atheism and supernaturalism with 
man in isolation. For in spite of supernaturalism’s refer- 
ence to something beyond nature, it conceives of this 
earth as the moral center of the universe and of man as 
the apex of the whole scheme of things. It regards the 
drama of sin and redemption enacted within the isolated 
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and lonely soul of man as the one thing of ultimate im- 
portance. Apart from man, nature is held either accursed 
or negligible. Militant atheism is also affected by lack of 
natural piety. The ties binding man to nature that poets 
have always celebrated are passed over lightly. The atti- 
tude taken is often that of man living in an indifferent 
and hostile world and issuing blasts of defiance. A reli- 
gious attitude, however, needs the sense of a connection of 
man, in the way of both dependence and support, with 
the enveloping world that the imagination feels is a uni- 
verse. Use of the words ‘^God” or ‘"divine” to convey the 
union of actual with ideal may protect man from a sense 
of isolation and from consequent despair or defiance. 

In any case, whatever the name, the meaning is selec-* 
live. For it involves no miscellaneous worship of every- 
thing in general. It selects those factors in existence that 
generate and support our idea of good as an end to be 
striven for. It excludes a multitude of forces that at any 
given time are irrelevant to this function. Nature produces 
whatever gives reinforcement and direction but also what 
occasions discord and confusion. The “divine” is thus a 
term of human choice and aspiration. A humanistic reli- 
gion, if it excludes our relation to nature, is pale and thin, 
as it is presumptuous, when it takes humanity as an ob- 
ject of worship. Matthew Arnold's conception of a “power 
not ourselves” is too narrow in its reference to operative 
and sustaining conditions. While it is selective, it is too 
narrow in its basis of selection — righteousness. The con- 
ception thus needs to be widened in two ways. The pow- 
ers that generate and support the good as experienced and 
as ideal, work within as well as without. There seems to 
be a reminiscence of an external Jehovah in Arnolds 
statement. And the powers work to enforce other values 
and ideals than righteousness. Arnold’s sense of an opposi- 
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tion between Hellenism and Hebraism resulted in exclu- 
sion of beauty, truth, and friendship from the list of the 
consequences toward which powers work within and with- 
out. I 

What would be the consequences upon the valued of 
human association if intrinsic and immanent satisfactions 
and opportunities were clearly held to and cultivated with 
the ardor and the devotion that have at times marked his- 
toric religions? The contention of an increasing number of 
persons is that depreciation of natural social values has re- 
sulted, both in principle and in actual fact, from reference 
of their origin and significance to supernatural sources. 
Natural relations, of hqsband and wife, of parent and 
child, friend and friend, neighbor and neighbor, of fellow 
workers in industry, science, and art, are neglected, 
passed over, not developed for all that is in them. They 
are, moreover, not merely depreciated. They have been re- 
garded as dangerous rivals of higher values; as offering 
temptations to be resisted; as usurpations by flesh of the 
authority of the spirit; as revolts of the human against 
the divine. 

History seems to exhibit three stages of growth. In the 
first stage, human relationships were thought to be so in- 
fected with the evils of corrupt human nature as to re- 
quire redemption from external and supernatural sources. 
In the next stage, what is significant in these relations is 
found to be akin to values esteemed distinctively reli- 
gious. This is the point now reached by liberal theologi- 
ans. The third stage would realize that in fact the values 
prized in those religions that have ideal elements are 
idealizations of things characteristic of natural association, 
which have then been projected into a supernatural realm 
for safe-keeping and sanction. Note the role of such terms 
as Father, Son, Bride, Fellowship and Communion in the 
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vocabulary of Christianity, and note also the tendency, 
even if a somewhat inchoate one, of terms that express 
the more intimate phases of association to displace those 
of legal, political origin: King, Judge, and Lord of Hosts. 

Unless there is a movement into what I have called the 
third stage, fundamental dualism and a division in life 
continue. The idea of a double and parallel manifestation 
of the divine, in which the latter has superior status and 
authority, brings about a condition of unstable equilib- 
rium. It operates to distract energy, through dividing the 
objects to which it is directed. It also imperatively raises 
the question as to why having gone far in recognition of 
religious values in normal community life, we should not 
go further. The values of natural human intercourse and 
mutual dependence are open and public, capable of verifi- 
cation by the methods through which all natural facts are 
established. By means of the same experimental method, 
they are capable of expansion. Why not concentrate upon 
nurturing and extending them? Unless we take this step, 
the idea of two realms of spiritual values is only a soft- 
ened version of the old dualism between the secular and 
the spiritual, the profane and the religious. 

iii 

The core of religions has generally been found in rites 
and ceremonies. Legends and myths grow up in part as 
decorative dressings, in response to the irrepressible hu- 
man tendency toward story-telling, and in part as at- 
tempts to explain ritual practices. Then as culture ad- 
vances, stories are consolidated, and theogonies and cos- 
mogonies are formed — as with the Babylonians, Eg3q)tians, 
Hebrews and Greeks. Legends along with rites and cere- 
monies came under the guardianship of a special body , the 
priesthood, and were subject to the special arts which it 
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possessed. A special group was set aside as the responsible 
owners, protectors, and promulgators of the corpus of be- 
liefs. 

But the formation of a special social group having a t>e- 
culiar relation to both the practices and the beliefs of rtii- 
gion is but part of the story. In the widest perspective,yt 
is the less important part. The more significant point as 
regards the social import of religion is that the priesthoods 
were official representatives of some community, tribe, 
city-state or empire. Whether there was a priesthood or 
not, individuals who were members of a community were 
born into a religious community as they were into social 
and political organization. Each social group had its own 
divine beings who were its founders and protectors. Its 
rites of sacrifice, purification, and communion were mani- 
festations of organized civic life. The temple was a public 
institution, the focus of the worship of the community; 
the influence of its practices extended to all the customs 
of the community, domestic, economic, and political. Even 
wars between groups were usually conflicts of their respec- 
tive deities. 

An individual did not join a church. He was bom and 
reared in a community whose social unity, organization 
and traditions were symbolized and celebrated in the rites, 
cults and beliefs of a collective religion. Education was 
the induction of the young into community activities that 
were interwoven at every point with customs, legends 
and ceremonies intimately connected with and sanctioned 
by a religion. There are a few persons, especially those 
brought up in Jewish communities in Russia, who can un- 
derstand without the use of imagination what a religion 
means socially when it permeates all the customs and ac- 
tivities of group life. To most of us in the United States 
such a situation is only a remote historic episode. 
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The change that has taken place in conditions once 
universal and now infrequent is in my opinion the great- 
est change that has occurred in religion in all history. The 
intellectual conflict of scientific and theological beliefs has 
attracted much more attention. It is still near the focus 
of attention. But the change in the social center of grav- 
ity of religion has gone on so steadily and is now so gen- 
erally accomplished that it has faded from the thought of 
most persons, save perhaps the historians, and even they 
are especially aware of it only in its political aspect. For 
the conflict between state and church still continues in 
some countries. 

There are even now persons who are born into a par- 
ticular church, that of their parents, and who take mem- 
bership in it almost as a matter of course; indeed, the 
fact of such membership may be an important, even a 
determining, factor in an individual’s whole career. But 
the thing new in history, the thing once unheard of, is 
that the organization in question is a special institution 
within a secular community. Even where there are es- 
tablished churches, they are constituted by the state and 
may be unmade by the state. Not only the national state 
but other forms of organization among groups have grown 
in power and influence at the expense of organizations 
built upon and about a religion. The correlate of this 
fact is that membership in associations of the latter type 
is more and more a matter of the voluntary choice of in- 
dividuals, who may tend to accept responsibilities imposed 
by the church but who accept them of their own volition. 
If they do accept them, the organization they join is, in 
many nations, chartered under a general corporation law 
of the political and secular entity. 

The shift in what I have called the social center of 
gravity accompanies the enormous expansion of associa* 
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tions formed for educational, political, economic, philan- 
thropic and scientific purposes, which has occurred inde- 
pendently of any religion. These social modes have grown 
so much that they exercise the greater hold upon the 
thought and interest of most persons, even of those hold- 
ing membership in churches. This positive extension of in- 
terests which, from the standpoint of a religion, are nonl 
religious, is so great that in comparison with it the direct 
effect of science upon the creeds of religion seems to me 
of secondary importance. 

I say, the direct effect; for the indirect effect of science 
in stimulating the growth of competing organizations is 
enormous. Changes that are purely intellectual affect at 
most but a small number of specialists. They are second- 
ary to consequences brought about through impact upon 
the conditions under which human beings associate with 
one another. Invention and technology, in alliance with in- 
dustry and commerce, have, needless to say, profoundly 
affected these underlying conditions of association. Every 
political and social problem of the present day reflects 
this indirect influence, from unemplo3nnent to banking, 
from municipal administration to the great migration of 
peoples made possible by new modes of transportation, 
from birth control to foreign commerce and war. The so- 
cial changes that have come about through application of 
the new knowledge affect everyone, whether he is aware or 
not of the source of the forces that play upon him. The 
effect is the deeper, indeed, because so largely unconscious. 
For, to repeat what I have said, the conditions under 
which people meet and act together have been modified. 

These movements and others not mentioned are the in- 
tellectual reflex of the greatest revolution that has taken 
place in religions during the thousands of years that man 
has been upon earth. For, as I have said, this change has 
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to do with the social place and function of religion. Even 
the hold of the supernatural upon the general mind has 
become more and more disassociated from the power of 
ecclesiastic organization — that is, of any particular form 
of communal organization. Thus the very idea that was 
central in religions has more and more oozed away, so to 
speak, from the guardianship and care of any particular 
social institution. Even more important is the fact that a 
steady encroachment upon ecclesiastic institutions of 
forms of association once regarded as secular has altered 
the way in which men spend their time in work, recreation, 
citizenship, and political action. The essential point is not 
just that secular organizations and actions are legally or 
externally severed from the control of the church, but 
that interests and values unrelated to the offices of any 
church now so largely sway the desires and aims of even 
believers. 

The individual believer may indeed carry the disposi- 
tion and motivation he has acquired through affiliation 
with a religious organization into his political action, into 
his connection with schools, even into his business and 
amusements. But there remain two facts that constitute a 
revolution. In the first place, conditions are such that this 
action is a matter of personal choice and resolution on 
the part of individuals, not of the very nature of social 
organization. In the second place, the very fact that an 
individual imports or carries his personal attitude into af- 
fairs that are inherently secular, that are outside the scopf 
of religion, constitutes an enormous change, in spite of the 
belief that secular matters should be permeated by the 
spirit of religion. Even if it be asserted, as it is by some 
religionists, that all the new movements and interests of 
any value grew up under the auspices of a church and re- 
ceived their impetus from the same source, it must be ad* 



1034 THE RELIGIOUS IN EXPERIENCE 


mitted that once the vessels have been launched, they are 
sailing on strange seas to far lands. 

Criticism of the commitment of religion to the sumi- 
natural is thus positive in import. All modes of human as- 
sociation are “affected with a public interest,’^ and f^U 
realization of this interest is equivalent to a sense of a sijg- 
nificance that is religious in its function. The objection to 
supernaturalism is that it stands in the way of an effective 
realization of the sweep and depth of the implications of 
natural human relations. It stands in the way of using the 
means that are in our jjower to make radical changes, in 
these relations. It is certainly true that great material 
changes might be nriade with no corresponding improve- 
ment of a spiritual or ideal nature. But development in 
the latter direction cannot be introduced from without; it 
cannot be brought about by dressing up material and eco- 
nomic changes with decorations derived from the supernat- 
ural. It can come only from more intense realization of 
values that inhere in the actual connections of human be- 
ings with one another. The attempt to segregate the* im- 
plicit public interest and social value of all institutions 
and social arrangements in a particular organization is a 
fatal diversion. 

Were men and women actuated throughout the length 
and breadth of human relations with the faith and ardor 
that have at times marked historic religions the conse- 
quences would be incalculable. To achieve this faith and 
ilan is no easy task. But religions have attempted some- 
thing similar, directed moreover toward a less promising 
object — the supernatural. It does not become those who 
hold that faith may move mountains to deny in advance 
the possibility of its manifestation on the basis of verifi- 
able realities. There already exists, though in a rudimen- 
tary form, the capacity to relate social conditions and 
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events to their causes, and the ability will grow with ex- 
ercise. There is the technical skill with which to initiate a 
can^paign for social health and sanity analogous to that 
made in behalf of physical public health. Human beings 
have impulses toward affection, compassion and justice, 
equality and freedom. It remains to weld all these things 
together. It is of no use merely to assert that the in- 
trenched foes of class interest and power in high places 
are hostile to the realization of such a union. As I have al- 
ready said, if this enemy did not exist, there would be 
little sense in urging any policy of change. The point to 
be grasped is that, unless one gives up the whole struggle 
as hopeless, one has to choose between alternatives. One 
alternative is dependence upon the supernatural; the 
other, the use of natural agencies. 

The coincidence of the realm of social interests and ac- 
tivities with a tribal or civic community has vanished. 
Secular interests and activities have grown up outside of 
organized religions and are independent of their authority. 
The hold of these interests upon the thoughts and desires 
of men has crowded the social importance of organized re- 
ligions into a corner and the area of this corner is decreas- 
ing. This change either marks a terrible decline in every- 
thing that can justly be termed religious in value, in tradi- 
tional religions, or it provides the opportunity for expan- 
sion of these qualities on a new basis and with a new out- 
look. It is impossible to ignore the fact that historic Chris- 
tianity has been committed to a separation of sheep and 
goats; the saved and the lost; the elect and the mass. 
Spiritual aristocracy as well as laissez faire with respect to 
natural and human intervention, is deeply embedded in 
its traditions. Lip service — often more than lip service — 
h as been given to the idea of the common brotherhood of 
all men. But those outside the fold of the church and 
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those who do not rely upon belief in the supernatural have 
been regarded as only potential brothers, still requiring 
adoption into the family. I cannot understand how ai^y 
realization of the democratic ideal as a vital moral aild 
spiritual ideal in human affairs is possible without surreiv 
der of the conception of the basic division to which supers 
natural Christianity is committed. Whether or no we are, 
save in some metaphorical sense, all brothers, we are at 
least all in the same boat traversing the same turbulent 
ocean. The potential religious significance of this fact is 
infinite. 

Lives that are consciously inspired by loyalty to such 
ideals as have been mentioned are still comparatively in- 
frequent to the extent of that comprehensiveness and in- 
tensity which arouse an ardor religious in function. But 
before we infer the incompetency of such ideals and of the 
actions they inspire, we should at least ask ourselves how 
much of the existing situation is due to the fact that the 
religious factors of experience have been drafted into su- 
pernatural channels and thereby loaded with irrelevant 
encumbrances. A body of beliefs and practices that are 
apart from the common and natural relations of mankind 
must, in the degree in which it is influential, weaken and 
sap the force of the possibilities inherent in such relations. 
Here lies one aspect of the emancipation of the religious 
from religion. 

Any activity pursued in behalf of an ideal end against 
obstacles and in spite of threats of personal loss because 
of conviction of its general and enduring value is religious 
in quality. Many a person, inquirer, artist, philanthropist, 
citizen, men and women in the humblest walks of life, 
have achieved, without presumption and without display, 
such unification of themselves and of their relations to the 
conditions of existence. It remains to extend their spirit 
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and inspiration to ever wider numbers. If I have said any- 
thing about religions and religion that seems harsh, I have 
said those things because of a firm belief that the claim 
on the part of religions to possess a monopoly of ideals 
and of the supernatural means by which alone, it is al- 
leged, they can be furthered, stands in the way of the 
realization of distinctively religious values inherent in nat- 
ural experience. For that reason, if for no other, I should 
be sorry if any were misled by the frequency with which 
I have employed the adjective “religious” to conceive of 
what I have said as a disguised apology for what have 
passed as religions. The opposition between religious val- 
ues as I conceive them and religions is not to be bridged. 
Just because the release of these values is so important, 
their identification with the creeds and cults of religions 
must be dissolved. 




CHAPTER TWENTY-ONE 

COMPREHENSIVE WORKING IDEAS* 

I -Continuities in Naturef 

THE philosophy here presented may be termed either 
empirical naturalism or naturalistic empiricism or, tabing ^ 
“experience” in its usual signification, naturalistic human- 
ism. 

To many the associating of the two words will seem 
like talking of a round square, so engrained is the notion 
of the separation of man and exfjerience from nature. Ex- 
perience, they say, is important for those beings who have 
it, but is too casual and sporadic in its occurrence to carry 
with it any important implications regarding the nature of 
Nature. Nature, on the other hand, is said to be complete 
apart from experience. Indeed, according to some thinkers 

* Perhaps no reader would erroneously infer from the title of 
this chapter that aU the comprehensive working ideas of John 
Dewey’s philosophy are here gathered together, but to avoid any 
possible misunderstanding let it be explicitly stated that this chapter 
does not perform such an impossible feat — ^impossible because a 
chapter cannot have the size of a book. Special note needs to be 
made of the fact that the discussion of the interrelation of the two 
comprehensive working ideas — “continuity” and “interaction” — is 
to be found in Ch. Eleven, Section 4. To have included these pages 
here would have added more formal virtue to this chapter ; but to 
have taken them out of 4heir clarifying context would have materi- 
ally detracted from the actual virtue of this book. It may be s^d 
that it required no protracted and involved deliberation to decide 
upon what to do when faced with the Either-Or choice: either pay 
exaggerated homage to the formal demands of systematic presenta- 
tion, or pay attention to the real demands of the meaning and 
spirit of John Dewey’s philosophy. — Ed. 

t From Experience and Nature (second edition) , Ch. I. 
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the case is even in worse plight: Experience to them is 
not only something extraneous which is occasionally su- 
perimposed upon nature, but it forms a veil or screen 
which shuts us off from nature, unless in some way it cin 
be “transcended.’’ So something non-natural by way ^f 
reason or intuition is introduced, something supra-empin- 
ical. According to an opposite school experience fares ai 
badly, nature being thought to signify something wholly 
material and mechanistic; to frame a theory of experience 
in naturalistic terms is, accordingly, to degrade and deny 
the noble and ideal values that characterize experience. 

In the natural sciences, however, there is a union of ex- 
perience and nature which is not greeted as a monstrosity: 
on the contrary, the inquirer must use empirical method if 
his findings are to be treated as genuinely scientific. The 
investigator assumes as a matter of course that experi- 
ence, controlled in specifiable ways, is the avenue that 
leads to the facts and laws of nature. He uses reason and 
calculation freely; he could not get along without them. 
But he sees to it that ventures of this theoretical sort start 
from and terminate in directly experienced subject-matter. 
Theory may intervene in a long course of reasoning, many 
portions of which are remote from what is directly experi- 
enced. But the vine of pendant theory is attached at both 
ends to the pillars of observed subject-matter. And this ex- 
perienced material is the same for the scientific man and 
the man in the street. The latter cannot follow the inter- 
vening reasoning without special preparation. But stars, 
rocks, trees, and creeping things are the same material of 
experience for both. 

These commonplaces take on significance when the rela- 
tion of experience to the formation of a philosophic theory 
of nature is in question. They indicate that experience, if 
scientific inquiry is justified, is no infinitesimally thin 
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layer or foreground of nature, but that it penetrates into 
it, reaching down into its depths, and in such a way that 
its grasp is capable of expansion; it tunnels in all direc- 
tions and in so doing brings to the surface things at first 
hidden — as miners pile high on the surface of the earth 
treasures brought from below. 

Experience is oj as well as in nature. It is not experi- 
ence which is experienced, but nature — stones, plants, 
animals, diseases, health, temperature, electricity and so 
on. Things interacting in certain ways are experience; 
they are what is experienced. Linked in certain other 
ways with another natural object — the human organism — 
they are how things are experienced as well. 

The same considerations apply to the other objection 
that was suggested, namely, that to view experience na- 
turalistically is to reduce it to something materialistic, 
depriving it of all ideal significance. If experience actually 
presents esthetic and moral traits, then these traits may 
also be supposed to reach down into nature, and to testify 
to something that belongs to nature as truly as does the 
mechanical structure attributed to it in physical science. 
To rule out that possibility by some general reasoning is 
to forget that the very meaning and purport of empirical 
method is that things are to be studied on their own ac- 
count, so as to find out what is revealed when they are ex- 
perienced. The traits possessed by the subject-matters of 
experience are as genuine as the characteristics of sun and 
electron. They are found, experienced, and are not to be 
shoved out of being by some trick of logic. When founds 
their ideal qualities are as relevant to the philosophic 
theory of nature as are the traits found by physical in- 
quiry. 

Philosophy, like all forms of reflective analysis, takes us 
away, for the time being, from the things had in primary 
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experience as they directly act and are acted upon, used 
and enjoyed. Now the standing temptation of philosopl^y, 
as its course abundantly demonstrates, is to regard ithe 
results of reflection as having, in and of themselves, a re- 
ality superior to that of the material of any other mode 
experience. The commonest assumption of philosophieii, 
common even to philosophies very different from one an- 
other, is the assumption of the identity of objects of 
knowledge and ultimately real objects. The assumption is 
so deep that it is usually not expressed; it is taken for 
granted as something so fundamental that it does not need 
to be stated. That esthetic and moral experience reveal 
traits of real things as truly as does intellectual experi- 
ence, that poetry may have a metaphysical import as well 
as science, is rarely affirmed, and when it is asserted, the 
statement is likely to be meant in some mystical or eso- 
teric sense rather than in a straightforward everyday 
sense. 

Suppose, however, that we start with no presuppositions 
save that what is experienced, since it is a manifestation 
of nature, may, and indeed, must be used as testimony 
of the characteristics of natural events. Upon this basis, 
reverie and desire are pertinent for a philosophic theory 
of the true nature of things: the possibilities present in 
imagination that are not found in observation, are some- 
thing to be taken into account. The features of objects 
reached by scientific or reflective experiencing are impor- 
tant, but so are all the phenomena of magic, myth, poli- 
tics, painting and penitentiaries. The phenomena of social 
life are as relevant to the problem of the relation of the 
individual and universal as are those of logic; the exist- 
ence in political organization of boundaries and barriers, 
of expansion and absorption, will be quite as important 
for metaphysical theories of the discrete and the continu- 
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ous as is anything derived from chemical analysis. The 
existence of ignorance as well as of wisdom, of error and 
even insanity as well as of truth will be taken into ac- 
count. 

That is to say, nature is construed in such a way that 
all these things, since they are actual, are naturally pos- 
sible; they are not explained away into mere ‘‘appear- 
ance” in contrast with reality. Illusions are illusions, but 
the occurrence of illusions is not an illusion, but a genU' 
ine reality. What is really “in” experience extends much 
further than that which at any time is known. From the 
standpoint of knowledge, objects must be distinct; their 
traits must be explicit; the vague and unrevealed is a lim- 
itation. Hence whenever the habit of identifying reality 
with the object of knowledge as such prevails, the obscure 
and vague are explained away. It is important for philo- 
sophic theory to be aware that the distinct and evident 
are prized and why they are. But it is equally important 
to note that the dark and twilight abound. For in any ob- 
ject of primary experience there are always potentialities 
which are not explicit; any object that is overt is charged 
with possible consequences that are hidden; the most 
overt act has factors which are not explicit. Strain thought 
as far as we may and not all consequences can be foreseen 
or made an express or known part of reflection and de- 
cision. In the face of such empirical facts, the assumption 
that nature in itself is all of the same kind, all distinct, 
explicit and evident, having no hidden possibilities, no 
novelties or obscurities, is possible only on the basis of a 
philosophy which at some point draws an arbitrary Ime 
between nature and experience. An empirical philosophy 
must replace the traditional separation of nature and ex- 
perience with the idea of continuity. 
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II The Methods of Philosophy* 

If the empirical method were universally or even gener- 
ally adopted in philosophizing, there would be no neea of 
referring to experience. The scientific inquirer talks and 
writes about particular observed events and qualities, 
about specific calculations and reasonings. He makes no al- 
lusion to experience; one would probably have to search a 
long time through reports of special researches in order to 
find the word. The reason is that everything designated 
by the word ^'experience” is so adequately incorporated in- 
to scientific procedures and subject-matter that to mention 
experience would be only to duplicate in a general term 
what is already covered in definite terms. Of course, 
this was not always so. And we may, if sufficiently hope- 
ful, anticipate a similar outcome in philosophy. But the 
date does not appear to be close at hand ; we are, in phil- 
osophic theory, nearer to the time of Roger Bacon than 
to that of Newton. 

It is the contrast of empirical method with other meth- 
ods employed in philosophizing, together with the strik- 
ing dissimilarity of results yielded by an empirical method 
and professed non-empirical methods that make the dis- 
cussion of the methodological import of "experience” for 
philosophy pertinent and indeed indispensable. 

The consideration of method may suitably begin with 
the contrast between gross macroscopic, crude subject- 
matters in primary experience and the refined, derived ob- 
jects of reflection. The distinction is one between what is 
experienced as the result of a minimum of incidental re- 
flection and what is experienced in consequence of con- 
tinued and regulated reflective inquiry. For derived and 
refined products are experienced only because of the inter- 


♦ From Experience and Nature (second edition), Ch. I. 
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v^ntiCHi of systematic thinking. The objects of both science 
and philosophy obviously belong chiefly to the secondary 
and reflned system. But at this point we come to’ a marked 
divergence between science and (non-empirical) philos- 
ophy. For the natural sciences not only draw their mate- 
rial from primary experience, but they refer it bade again 
for test. 

That the subject-matter of primary experience sets the 
problems of science and furnishes the first data of the re- 
flection which constructs the secondary objects is evident; 
it is also obvious that test and verification of the latter are 
secured only by return to things of crude or macroscopic 
experience — the sun, earth, plants and animals of common 
everyday life. But when the secondary objects, the refined 
objects, are employed as a method or road for coming at 
them, they get the meaning contained in a whole system 
of related objects; they are rendered continuous with the 
rest of nature and take on the import of the things they 
are now seen to be continuous with. The phenomena ob^ 
served in the eclipse tested and, as far as they went, con- 
firmed Einstein^s theory of deflection of light by mass. 
But that is far from being the whole story. The phenom- 
ena themselves got a far-reaching significance they did not 
previously have. 

That philosophy is a mode of reflection, often of a sub- 
tle and penetrating sort, goes without saying. The charge 
that is brought against the non-empirical method of phi- 
losQphiidng is not that it depends upon theorizing, but 
that it faOs te use refined, secondary products as a path 
pointing and leading back to something in primary experi- 
ence* The resulting failure is threefold. 

First, there is no verification, no efftu-t even to test and 
check. What is even worse, secondly, is that the things of 
ordinary experience do not get enlargement and enrich- 



1046 COMPREHENSIVE WORKING IDEAS 

ment of meaning as they do when approached through the 
medium of scientific principles and reasonings. This lack 
of function reacts, in the third place, back upon the phil- 
osophic subject-matter in itself. Not tested by being m- 
ployed to see what it leads to in ordinary experience a^d 
what new meanings it contributes, this subject-matter db- 
comes arbitrary and aloof — what is called “abstract’’ whep 
that word is used in a bad sense to designate something 
which exclusively occupies a realm of its own without con- 
tact with the things of ordinary experience. 

A first-rate test of the value of any philosophy which is 
offered us is this: Does it end in conclusions which, when 
they are referred back to ordinary life-experiences and 
their predicaments, render them more significant, more 
luminous to us, and make our dealings with them more 
fruitful? Or does it terminate in rendering the things of 
ordinary experience more opaque than they were before, 
and in depriving them of having in “reality” even the 
significance they had previously seemed to have? Does it 
yield the enrichment and increase of power of ordinary 
things which the results of physical science afford when 
applied in every-day affairs? Or does it become a mystery 
that these ordinary things should be what they are, or in- 
deed that they should be at all, while philosophic concepts 
are left to dwell in separation in some technical realm of 
their own? It is the fact that so many philosophies termi- 
nate in conclusions that make it necessary to disparage 
and condemn primary experience, leading those who hold 
them to measure the sublimity of their “realities” as phil- 
osophically defined by remoteness from the concerns of 
daily life, which leads cultivated common sense to look 
adtance at philosophy. 

What empirical method exacts of philosophy is two 
things: First, that refined methods and products be traced 
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back to their origin in primary experience, in all its heter- 
ogeneity and fullness; so that the needs and problems out 
of which they arise and which they have to satisfy be ac- 
knowledged. Secondly, that the secondary methods and 
conclusions be brought back to the things of ordinary ex- 
perience, in all their coarseness and crudity, for verifica- 
tion. In this way, the methods of analytic reflection yield 
materials which form the ingredients of a method of desig- 
nation, denotation, in philosophy. A scientific work in 
physics or astronomy gives a record of calculations and 
deductions that were derived from past observations and 
experiments. But it is more than a record; it is also an in- 
dication, an assignment, of further observations and ex- 
periments to be performed. No scientific report would get 
a hearing if it did not describe the apparatus by means of 
which experiments were carried on and results obtained; 
not that apparatus is worshipped, but because this proce- 
dure tells other inquirers how they are to go to work to 
get results which will agree or disagree in their experience 
with those previously arrived at, and thus confirm, mod- 
ify and rectify the latter. The recorded scientific result 
is in effect a dcsi^fiatiofi of a method to be followed and a 
prediction of what will be found when specified observa- 
tions are set on foot. That is all a philosophy can be or 
do. 

Ill Precarious and Stable Events* 


Upon their surface, the reports of the world which form 
our different philosophies are various to the point of stark 
contrariness. They range from spiritualism to materialism, 
from absolutism to relativistic phenomenalism, from trans- 
cendentalism to positivism, from rationalism to sensation- 
* From Experience and Nature, pp. 28-30; 46-48; 70-71. 
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allsm, from idealism to realism, from subjectivism to bald 
objectivism, from Platonic realism to nominalism. The ar- 
ray of contradictions is so imposing as to suggest to scjep- 
tics that the mind of man has tackled an impossible jbb, 
or that philosophers have abandoned themselves to m- 
gary. These radical oppositions in philosophers suggest 
however another consideration. They suggest that all their 
different philosophies have a common premise, and that 
their diversity is due to acceptance of a common premise. 
Variant philosophies may be looked at as different ways of 
supplying recipes for denying to the universe the character 
of contingency which it possesses so integrally that its de- 
nial leaves the reflecting mind without a clew, and puts 
subsequent philosophising at the mercy of temperament, 
interest and local surroundings. 

Quarrels among conflicting types of philosophy are thus 
family quarrels. They go on within the limits of a too 
domestic circle, and can be settled only by venturing 
further afield, and out of doors. Concerned with imputing 
complete, finished and sure character to the world of real 
existence, even if things have to be broken into two dis- 
connected pieces in order to accomplish the result, the 
character desiderated can plausibly be found in reason or 
in mechanism; in rational conceptions like those of math- 
ematics, or brute things like sensory data; in atoms or in 
essences; in consciousness or in a physical externality 
which forces and overrides consciousness. 

As against this common identification of reality with 
what is sure, regular and finished, experience in unsophis- 
ticated forms gives evidence of a different world and 
points to a different metaphysics. We live in a world 
which is an impressive and irresistible mixture of sufficien- 
cies, tight completenesses, order, recurrences which make 
possible prediction and control, and singularities, ambigui- 
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ties, uncertain possibilities, processes going on to conse'* 
quences as yet indeterminate. They are mixed not me- 
chanically but vitally like the wheat and tares of the par- 
able. We may recognize them separately but we cannot 
divide them, for unlike wheat and tares they grow from 
the same root. Qualities have defects as necessary condi- 
tions of their excellencies; the instrumentalities of truth 
are the causes of error; change gives meaning to perma- 
nence and recurrence makes novelty possible. A world that 
was wholly risky would be a world in which adventure is 
impossible, and only a living world can include death. 
Such facts have been celebrated by thinkers like Heraclei- 
tus and Laotze; they have been greeted by theologians as 
furnishing occasions for exercise of divine grace; they 
have been elaborately formulated by various schools under 
a principle of relativity, so defined as to become itself fi- 
nal and absolute. But they have rarely been frankly recog- 
nized as fundamentally significant for the formation of a 
naturalistic metaphysics. 


ii 

The value of the notion of experience for philosophic 
reflection is that it denotes both the field, the sun and 
clouds and rain, seeds and harvest, and the man who 
labors, who plans, invents, uses, suffers, and enjoys. Ex- 
pedience denotes what is experienced, the world of events 
and persons; and it denotes that world caught up into ex- 
periencing, the career and destiny of mankind. 

The denotations that constitute experience point to his- 
tory, to temporal process. Tht technically expert are 
aware how much ingenuity has been spent upon discover- 
ing ^mething which shall be wholly present, so com- 
pletely present as to exclude movement and change. 
There are phases of things to whicli this search is perti- 
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nent. There are moments of consummation when before 
and after are legitimately forgotten, and the sole stake of 
man is in the present. But even such objects are discov- 
ered to arise as culminations of processes, and to be in 
turn transitive and effective, while they may be also pre- 
dictive or cognitively significant. The legitimacy of time- 
less absorption is no argument in behalf of the legitimacy 
of timeless objects. Experience is history; and the taking 
of some objects as final is itself an episode in history. The 
testimony of an absorbed consciousness that at last it rests 
upon something superior to the vicissitudes of time is of 
no more cognitive worth than the testimony of any other 
purely immediate consciousness. That is, it is not testi- 
mony at all, it is a having, not a knowing. And hence 
when treated as cognition, it is never natural and naive; it 
is suborned in the interest of a sophisticated metaphysics. 
There is no testimony in such moments just because of 
absorption in the immediate qualities of the object. There 
are enjoyment and possession, with no need of thought as 
to how the object came or whither it is going, what evi- 
dence it gives. And when it turns evidence, it always tes- 
tifies to an existence which is partial or particular, and 
local. 

The assumption that the ultimate and the immediate 
object is timeless is responsible for one of the insoluble 
problems of certain types of philosophy. The past and fu- 
ture are rendered purely inferential, speculative, some- 
thing to be reached by pure faith. But in fact an3rthing 
denoted is found to have temporal quality and reference; 
it has movement from and toward witkin it; it is marked 
by waxings and wanings. The translation of temporal qual- 
ity into an order of time is an intellectual arrangement, 
and is subject to doubt and error. Although pastness and 
futurity are qualities of everything present, such presence 
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does not guarantee the date at which Columbus discovered 
America nor when the next eclipse of the moon will occur. 
For these things are matters that require measurements, 
comparisons, connection with remote occurrences. But ob- 
jects of present experience have the actuality of a tem- 
poral procession, and accordingly reflection may assign 
things an order of succession within something which non- 
reflectively exists and is had. 

The conjunction of problematic and determinate char- 
acters in nature renders every existence, as well as every 
idea and human act, an experiment in tact, even though 
not in design. To be intelligently experimental is but to 
be conscious of this intersection of natural conditions so 
as to profit by it instead of being at its mercy. The Chris- 
tian idea of this world and this life as a probation is a 
kind of distorted recognition of the situation ; distorted be- 
cause it applied wholesale to one stretch of existence in 
contrast with another, regarded as original and final. But 
in truth anything which can exist at any place and at any 
time occurs subject to tests imposed upon it by surround- 
ings, which are only in part compatible and reenforcing. 
These surroundings test its strength and measure its en- 
durance. As we can discourse of change only in terms of 
velocity and acceleration which involve relations to other 
things, so assertion of the permanent and enduring is com- 
parative. The stablest thing we can speak of is not free 
from conditions set to it by other things. That even the 
solid earth, mountains, the emblems of constancy, appear 
and disappear like the clouds is an old theme of moralists 
and poets. The fixed and'unchanged being of the Democn- 
tean atom is now reported by inquirers to possess some o 
the traits of his non-being, and to embody a temporary 
equilibrium in the economy of nature’s compromises and 
adjustments. A thing may endure secula secularum and 
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yet not be everlasting; it will crumble before the gnaw- 
ing tooth of time, as it exceeds a certain measure. Every 
existence is an event. ! 

IV • Process and Structure* 

This fact — that every existence is an event — is nothing 
at which to repine and nothing to gloat over. It is some- 
thing to be noted and used. If it is discomfiting when ap- 
plied to good things, to our friends, possessions and pre- 
cious selves, it is consoling also to know that no evil en- 
dures forever; that the longest lane turns sometime, and 
that the memory of loss of nearest and dearest grows dim 
in time. The eventful character of all existences is no rea- 
son for consigning them to the realm of mere appearance 
any more than it is a reason for idealizing flux into a 
deity. The important thing is measure, relation, ratio, 
knowledge of the comparative tempos of change. In math- 
ematics some variables are constants in some problems; 
so it is in nature and life. The rate of change of some 
things is so slow, or is so rhythmic, that these changes 
have all the advantages of stability in dealing with more 
transitory and irregular happenings — if we know enough. 
Indeed, if any one thing that concerns us is subject to 
change, it is fortunate that all other things change. A 
thing “absolutely” stable and unchangeable would be out 
of the range of the principle of action and reaction, of re^- 
sistance and leverage as well as of friction. Here it would 
have no applicability, no potentiality of use as measure 
and control of other events. To designate the slower and 
the regular rhythmic events structure, and more rapid and 
irregular ones process, is sound practical sense. It ex- 
presses the function of one in respect to the other. 

But spiritualistic idealism and materialism alike treat 

♦ Pram Experience and Nature, pp. 71-74. 
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this relational and functional distinction as something 
fixed and absolute. One doctrine finds structure in a frame- 
work of ideal forms, the other finds it in matter. They 
agree in supposing that structure has some superlative 
reality. This supposition is another form taken by prefer- 
ence for the stable over the precarious and uncompleted. 
The fact is that all structure is structure of something; 
anything defined as structure is a character of events, not 
something intrinsic and per se, A set of traits is called 
structure, because of its limiting function in relation to 
other traits of events. A house has a structure; in com- 
parison with the disintegration and collapse that would 
occur without its presence, this structure is fixed. Yet it 
is not something external to which the changes involved 
in building and using the house have to submit. It is 
rather an arrangement of changing events such that prop- 
erties which change slowly, limit and direct a series of 
quick changes and give them an order which they do not 
otherwise possess. Structure is constancy of means, of 
things used for consequences, not of things taken by them- 
selves or absolutely. Structure is what makes construction 
possible and cannot be discovered or defined except in 
some realized construction, construction being, of course, 
an evident order of changes. The isolation of structure 
from the changes whose stable ordering it is, renders it 
mysterious — something that is metaphysical in the pop- 
ular sense of the word, a kind of ghostly queerness. 

The “matter^’ of materialists and the “spirit’^ of ideal- 
ists is a creature similar to the constitution of the United 
States in the minds of unimaginative persons. Obviously 
the real constitution is certain basic relationships among 
the activities of the citizens of the country; it is a prop- 
erty or phase of these processes, so connected with them 
as to influence their rate and direction of change. But by 
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literalists it is often conceived of as something external 
to them; in itself fixed, a rigid framework to whicl^ all 
changes must accommodate themselves. Similarly what we 
call matter is that character of natural events which ik so 
tied up with changes that are sufficiently rapid to be per- 
ceptible as to give the latter a characteristic rhythriiic 
order, the causal sequence. It is no cause or source of 
events or processes; no absolute monarch; no principle of 
explanation; no substance behind or underlying changes — 
save in that sense of substance in which a man well forti- 
fied with this world’s goods, and hence able to maintain 
himself through \ncissitudes of surroundings, is a man of 
substance. The name designates a character in operation, 
not an entity. 

That structure, whether of the kind called material or 
of the kind summed up in the word mental, is stable or 
permanent relationally and in its office, may be shown in 
another way. There is no action without reaction ; there is 
no exclusively one-way exercise of conditioning power, no 
mode of regulation that operates wholly from above to 
below or from within outwards or from without inwards. 
Whatever influences the changes of other things is itself 
changed. The idea of an activity proceeding only in one 
direction, of an unmoved mover, is a survival of Greek 
physics. It has been banished from science, but remains 
to haunt philosophy. The vague and mysterious properties 
assigned to mind and matter, the very conceptions of 
mind and matter in traditional thought, are ghosts walk- 
ing underground. The notion of matter actually found in 
the practice of science has nothing in common with the 
matter of materialists — and almost everybody is still a 
materialist as to matter, to which he merely adds a sec- 
ond rigid structure which he calls mind. The matter of 
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science is a character of natural events and changes as 
they change; their character of regular and stable order, 

V ■ Causes and Effects (Means and Ends)* 

By the nature of the case, causality, however it be de- 
fined, consists in the sequential order itself, and not in a 
last term which as such is irrelevant to causality, although 
it may, of course, be, in addition, an initial term in an- 
other sequential order. The view held — or implied — ^by 
some ‘^mechanists,” which treats an initial term as if it 
had an inherent generative force which it somehow emits 
and bestows upon its successors, is all of a piece with the 
view held by teleologists which implies that an end brings 
about its own antecedents. Both isolate an event from the 
history in which it belongs and in which it has its char- 
acter. Both make a factitiously isolated position in a tem- 
poral order a mark of true reality, one theory selecting in- 
itial place and the other final place. But in fact causality 
is another name for the sequential order itself; and since 
this is an order of a history having a beginning and end, 
there is nothing more absurd than setting causality over 
against either initiation or finality. 

From the standpoint of control and utilization, the 
tendency to assign superior reality to causes is explicable. 
A “cause” is not merely an antecedent; it is that ante- 
cedent which if manipulated regulates the occurrence of 
the conseauent. This is why the sun rather than night is 
the causal condition of day. Knowing that consequences 
will take care of themselves if conditions can be had and 
managed, an ineradicable natural pragmatism indulges in 
a cheap and short conversion, and conceives the cause as 
intrinsically more primary and necessary. This practical 

♦From Experience and Nature, pp. 109-lU; 114-U6. 
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tendency is increased by the fact that time is a softener 
and dignifier; present troubles lose their acuteness when 
they are no longer present. Old times are proverbiall]!^ the 
good old times, and history begins with a Garden of Inra- 
dise or a Golden Age. Good, being congenial, is held to be 
normal; and what is suffered is a deviation, creating the 
problem of evil. Thus the earlier gets moral dignity as 
well as practical superiority. But in existence, or meta- 
physically, cause and effect are on the same level; they 
are portions of one and the same historic process, each 
having immediate or esthetic quality and each having effi- 
cacy, or serial connection. Since existence is historic it 
can be known or understood only as each portion is dis- 
tinguished and related. For knowledge ‘‘cause’* and “ef- 
fect” alike have a partial and truncated being. It is as 
much a part of the real being of atoms that they give rise 
in time, under increasing complication of relationships, to 
qualities of blue and sweet, pain and beauty, as that they 
have at a cross-section of time extension, mass, or weight. 
The problem is neither psychological nor epistemologi- 
cal. It is metaphysical or existential. It is whether exist- 
ence consists of events, or is possessed of temporal qual- 
ity, characterized by beginning, process and ending. If so, 
the affair of later and earlier, however important it is for 
particular practical matters, is indifferent to a theory of 
valuation of existence. It is as arbitrary to assign com- 
plete reality to atoms at the expense of mind and con- 
scious experience as it is to make a rigid separation be- 
tween here and there in space. Distinction is genuine and 
for some purposes necessary. But it is not a distinction of 
kinds or degrees of reality. Space here is joined to space 
there, and events then are joined to events now; the real- 
ity is as much in the joining as in the distinction. In order 
to control the course of events it is indispensable to know 
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their conditions. But to characterize the conditions, it is 
necessary to have followed them to some term, which is 
not fully followed till we arrive at something enjoyed or 
suffered, had and used, in conscious experience. Vital and 
conscious events exhibit actualization of properties that 
are not fully displayed in the simpler relationships that 
are by definition termed physical. 

If we discount practical bias toward the regular and 
repeated, and hence toward “causes” as opposed to con- 
sequences, all that is indicated by the transiency of im- 
mediate qualitative affairs is that immediacy is immediacy. 
By the nature of the case the occurrence of the immediate 
is at the mercy of the sequential order. In the case of the 
things which appeal to common-sense as substances, prop- 
erties like mass and inertia, unchanged solidity and exten- 
sion, count most. Rate of change is slow; and presents it^ 
self as a matter of attrition and accumulation; spatial 
qualities which are static chiefly figure. Time is of compar- 
ative indifference to the change of solid substances; a mil- 
lion years is a day. But whatever depends for its existence 
upon the interaction of a large number of independent 
variables is in unstable equilibrium; its rate of change is 
rapid; successive qualities have no obvious connection 
with one another; any shift of any part may alter the 
whole pattern. Thus, while light and water are sub- 
stances,” a rainbow*, depending upon a highly specialized 
conjunction of light and vapor, and being transient, is 
only a “phenomenon.” Such immediate qualities. as red 
and blue, sweet ana sour, tone, the pleasant and unpleas- 
ant, depend upon an extraordinary variety and complex- 
ity of conditioning events; hence they are evanescent 
They are never exactly reduplicated, beca\ise the exact 
combination of events of which they are termini does not 
precisely recur. Hence they are even more “phenomenal 
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than a rainbow; they must be hitched to substance as its 
^^modes” to get standing in “reality.” 

Thus the things that are most precious, that are final, 
being just the things that are unstable and most easily 
changing, seem to be different in kind from good, solid, 
old-fashioned substance. Matter has turned out to be noth- 
ing like as lumpy and chunky as unimaginative prejudice 
conceived it to be. But as compared with the changes of 
immediate qualities it seems in any case solid and sub- 
stantial; a fact which accounts, I suppose, for the inser- 
tion of an immaterial sort of substance, after the analogy 
of matter-substance, underneath mental affairs. But when 
it is recognized that the latter are eventual and consum- 
matory to highly complicated interactions of natural 
events, their transiency becomes itself intelligible; it is no 
ground of argument for a radical difference from the phys- 
ical, the latter being also resolvable into a character of 
the course of events, WTiile “consciousness” as the con- 
spicuous and vivid presence of immediate qualities and of 
meanings, is alone of direct worth, things not immediately 
present, whose intrinsic qualities are not directly had, are 
primary from the standpoint of control. For just because 
the things that are directly had are both precious and 
evanescent, the only thing that can be thought of is the 
conditions under which they are had. The common, per- 
vasive and repealed is of superior rank from the stand- 
point of safeguarding and buttressing the having of termi- 
nal qualities. Directly we can do nothing with the latter 
save have, enjoy and suffer them. So reflection is con- 
cerned with the order which conditions, prevents and se- 
cures their occurrence. The irony of n\any historic sys- 
tems of philosophy is that they have so inverted the ac- 
tualities of the case. The general, recurrent and exten.sive 
has been treated as the worthy and superior kind of Be- 
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ing; the immediate, intensive, transitory, and qualitatively 
individualized has been taken to be of importance only 
when it is imputed to something ordinary, which is all the 
universal can denotatively mean. In truth, the universal 
and stable are important because they are the instrumen- 
talities, the efficacious conditions, of the occurrence of the 
unique, unstable and passing. 

To point out something as a fact is not the same thing 
as to commend or eulogize the fact. I am not saying that 
it is a fine and noble thing that whatever is immediately 
consummatory and precious should be also evanescent and 
unique, never completely subject to principle and rule. A 
reporter is not necessarily to blame for the state of things 
that he reports. The fact hereby reported is so unescap- 
able and so obvious to a candid empiricist that there is 
no occasion for either eulogy or condemnation. 

VI 'The Sodal=^ 

There are at the present time a considerable number of 
persons who habitually employ the social as a principle of 
philosophic reflection and who assign it a force equal and 
even superior to that ascribed the physical, vital and men- 
tal. There are others, probably a greater number, who de- 
cline to take “soci;|l'’ seriously as a category of descrip- 
tion and interpretation for purposes of philosophy, and 
who conceive any attempt so to take it as involving a 
confusion of anthropology and sociology with metaphysics. 
The most they would concede is that cultural material 
may throw light on the genesis and history of human be- 
liefs about ultimate subject-matter. Then it is asserted that 
it is but a case of the familiar genetic fallacy, the confu* 
sion of the history of belief with the nature of that be- 
lieved, to assign to such an account a place anywhere ex* 

♦ From FkUosophy ond CiviUtiUion, pp. 77-92. 
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cept within the history of human culture. Such a situation 
solicits attention; and I desire to state as far as time per- 
mits what is the intent of those who attribute genuine p4il- 
osophic import to the idea of the social. \ 

A start may be conveniently made by noting that aip- 
sociated or conjoint behavior is a universal characteristic 
of all existences. Knowledge is in terms of related objects 
and unless it is supposed that relations are a subjective in- 
trusion, or that, d la Hume, only ideas are associated, re- 
lation as the nerve of science correlates with association 
among things. This fact being noted, we observe that the 
qualities of associated things are displayed only in associa- 
tion, since in interactions alone are potentialities released 
and actualized. Furthermore, the manifestation of poten- 
tialities varies with the manner and range of association. 
This statement is only a formal way of calling attention 
to the fact that we characterize an element, say hydrogen, 
not only, as the name implies, in terms of its water-form- 
ing potentiality but ultimately in terms of consequences 
effected in a whole range of modes of conjoint behavior.* 

These considerations being premised, attention fastens 
upon the fact that the more numerous and varied the 
forms of association into which anything enters, the better 
basis we have for describing and underttanding it, for the 
more complex is an association the more fully are poten- 
tialities released for observation. Since things present 
themselves to us in such fashion that narrower and wider 
ranges, simpler and more complex ones, are readily distin- 

♦ In case there is objection to the use of the conceptions of po- 
tentiality and actualization, it may be pointed out that the same 
facts may be stated, though as it seems to me more awkwardly, by 
saying that things in different modes of association occasion differ- 
ent effects and that our knowledge of them is adequate in the degree 
in which it includes a broad range of effects due to a variety of 
associated operations. 
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guished, it would appear that metaphysical description 
and understanding is demarcated as that which has to do 
with the widest and fullest range of associated activityi 
And I remark that if the phrase “degrees of reality” can 
be given an empirically intelligible meaning, that meaning 
would seem to depend upon following out the line of 
thought thus suggested * In short, there appears to be a 
fairly straight road to the conclusion that a just gauge of 
the adequacy of any philosophic account of things is 
found in the extent to which that account is based upon 
taking things in the widest and most complex scale of as- 
sociations open to observation. 

In making this statement I am not unaware that the 
opposite method has been pursued and is still recom- 
mended by philosophers in good repute: namely, a method 
based on predilection for ultimate and unattached sim- 
ples, called by various writers essences, data, etc. The 
question of whether we should begin with the simple or 
the complex appears to me the most important problem 
in philosophic method at the present time, cutting under, 
for example, the traditional distinctions of real and ideal. 
Or, if it be said that while perforce we are compelled psy- 
chologically and practically to begin with the complex,, 
philosophy begins only when we have come upon simples,, 
the problem of method still remains. Are these simples 
isolated and self-sufficient, or are they the results of in- 
tellectual analysis, themselves intellectual rather than ex- 
istential in quality, and therefore of value only in the 
degree in which they afford us means of arriving at a bet- 
ter understanding of the complex wholes with which we 
began? Time forbids consideration of this fundamental 

* It is perhaps worth while in passing to note also that such con- 
cepts as “levels” and “emergence” seem to be most readily definable 
upon the basis of this consideration. 
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question. I content myself with observing that the hy- 
pothesis that ultimate and detached simples are the only 
reals for philosophy seems to be the sole logical alterna- 
tive to the position that the wider and more complex ^e 
range of associated interaction with which we deal, tfte 
more fully is the nature of the object of philosophic 
thought revealed to us. Hence, the issue as to method re- 
duces itself to the question whether isolated simples can 
be asserted without self-contradiction to be ultimate and 
self-sufficient on their own account. Those who do not 
accept them as the real, appear committed to the position 
herein stated. 

UTiile the fact of association and of range of associa- 
tions as determining “degrees of reality” gives us our 
starting point, it gives only a starting point for discussing 
the value of “social” as a philosophic category. For by the 
SKial as a distinctive mode of association is denoted spe- 
dfically human forms of grouping, and these, according to 
the findings of science, appear only late in lime. Hence, 
Iflae objection wbida readily occurs to mind. The view that 
social in its characteristically human sense is an impor- 
tant category is met with the retort that, on the contrary, 
it is but a highly special case of association and as such is 
lestncted in significance, humanly interesting of course, 
but a natter of detail rather than of an important prin- ' 
dple. My introdnetnry temaths were intended aa an antic- 
l^l ^ ljj^ytoSUCh sn ob)ectiQQ.ThebaTe concept ol as- 
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it with association in its generic formal sense, but only by 
comparing and contrasting it with other special types of 
association. 

This fact gives what has been said regarding the impor- 
tance of range and complexity of association as a philo- 
sophic measure its special import. If reference to associa- 
tion is to be anything more than a ceremonial and barren 
act of deference, if it is to be used in an enterprise of phil- 
osophic description and understanding, it indicates the 
necessity of study and analysis of the different modes of 
as^ation that present themselves in experience. And'the 

imp ication of our argument is that in such a comparison 
of definite types of association, the social, in its human 
sense, is the richest, fullest and most delicately subtle of 
any mode actually experienced. There is no need to go 
through the form of discovering, as if for the first time, 
the different typical modes which are to be compared and 


contrasted. They have been made famdvat eno\i^>\ m We 
course ol thought. Asick trom social, whose thoroughgoing 
admission still awaits adequate acknowledgment, they are 
the physical, the vital or organic, and the mental. The gist 
of our problem consists in deciding which of these forms 
presents the broadest and fullest range of associations. As- 
sociation in general is but a matrix; its fillings are the 
facts of association actualVy displayed In nature. Indeed, 


the category of association is but a highly abstract nota- 
tion of what is formally common to the special modes. 

Denial of opposition between the social and natural is 
an important element of the meaning of “social” as a cat- 
is interested in finding out the intent 
employ ^'social^’ as a philosophic cate* 
diould begin by asking himself what are 
of the currait separation of natural and 
and whether upon reflection he is willing 
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to Stand by them. A denial of the separation is not only 
possible to a sane mind, but is demanded by any meth- 
odological adoption of the principle of continuity, a^d 
also, as will be indicated later, by social phenomena theta- 
selves. Upon the hypothesis of continuity — if that is to be 
termed a h 3 polhesis which cannot be denied without self- 
contradiction — the social, in spite of whatever may be 
said regarding the temporal and spatial limitation of its 
manifestations, furnishes philosophically the inclusive cat- 
egory. 

A twofold harm is wrought by the current separation 
nf social and natural science and by accepting the mean- 
ing which attaches to social after it has been thus di- 
vorced. The chief point at which philosophy may be of aid 
in the pursuits of the social sciences lies precisely here. In 
the degree in which what passes for social science is built 
upon the notion of a gap between natural and social phe- 
nomena, that science is truncated, arbitrary and insecure. 
An analytic survey of the present status of the social sci- 
ences would be needed to justify this remark. But there 
are only a few sociologists who have ventured as yet to 
assert that there is something distinctive or unique in so- 
cial phenomena; so we are met with a paradoxical situa- 
tion in which social phenomena are isolated from phys- 
ical and organic considerations and yet are explained in 
physical, organic or psychological terms instead of in 
characteristically social terms. In psychology the persisting 
tradition of a purely individualistic and private subject- 
matter is to be attributed directly to neglect of the social 
conditions of mental phenomena, while indirectly this 
neglect goes back to a separation of social from natural ; 
since only acknowledgment of the continuity of the so- 
cial and the natural provides the intermediary terms 
which link psychological phenomena with others. 
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These are but too casual and abbreviated hints of the 
meaning of the assertion that the performance of the serv- 
ice which philosophy might theoretically render to the 
social sciences waits upon the frank acknowledgment of 
the social as a category continuous with and inclusive of 
the categories of the physical, vital and mental. 

This reference to the sciences is not to be regarded, 
however, as implying an adoption of that conception of 
philosophy which identifies it exclusively with either an 
analysis or a synthesis of the premises or results of the 
special sciences. On the contrary, the sciences themselves 
are outgrowths of some phase of social culture, from which 
they derive their instruments, physical and intellectual, 
and by which their problems and aims are set. The only 
philosophy which can ^'criticize” the premises of the spe- 
cial sciences, without running the danger of being itself a 
pseudo-science, is that which takes into account the an- 
thropological (in its broadest sense) basis of the sciences, 
just as the only one that can synthesize their conclusions, 
without running a like danger, is the one which steps out- 
side these conclusions to place them in the broader con- 
text of social life. 

In now turning to the main point, the social as a rank- 
ing philosophic category, on the ground that it is indica- 
tive of the widest and richest range of association empiri- 
cally accessible (and no apology is offered for basing phil- 
osophy upon the empirically manifest rather than upon 
the occult), it is necessary to point out a certain ambigu- 
ity of language which because of brevity of exposition, ne- 
cessarily attaches to our statement. Social phenomena are 
not of themselves, of course, equivalent to social as a cate^ 
gory. The latter is derived from the former by means of an 
intellectual analysis which determines what is their distinc- 
tive character. Now I am not here dealing with the impor- 
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tant and eventually imperative problem of the category of 
the social, or the determination of the characteristics 
which constitute the distinguishing nature of the socjal, 
but rather with social phenomena en gross as comprehend- 
ing, for philosophic analysis, physical, organic and menial 
phenomena in a mode of association in which the latter 
take on new properties and exercise new functions. In 
other words, I am here implying that social phenomena 
do as a matter of fact manifest something distinctive, and 
that that something affords the key to a naturalistic ac- 
count of phenomena baffling philosophic interpretation 
when it is left out of account. To those who accept this 
view, the burden of proof as to the value of “social’* as a 
metaphysical category lies upon those who habitually treat 
its worth as trivial. For what do they mean by social phe- 
nomena? If social phenomena are not an exemplification 
upon the widest and most intricate scale of the generic 
trait of associated behavior or interaction, what do they 
signify? I see but one kind of answer open to them, cov- 
ering two alternatives: Either social phenomena are anom- 
alous, an excrescence or intrusion, supervening in an acci- 
dental and meaningless way upon other phenomena, or 
else they have no distinctive import, being in reality noth- 
ing but physical, vital or psychological phenomena. Does 
not each of these views contradict the observable traits of 
social phenomena? 

Upon a prima facie view, social phenomena take up and 
incorporate within themselves things associated in the nar- 
rower way which we term the physical. It gives a ludi- 
crous result to think of social phenomena merely as l3nng 
on tcg> of physical phenomena; such a notion is negated 
by the most casu^ observation of the facts. What would 
sodal pbenennena be without the physical factor of land, 
induding all the natural resources (and obstacles) and 
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forms of energy for which the word “land” stands? What 
would social phenomena be without the tools and ma- 
chines by which physical energies are utilized? Or what 
would they be without physical appliances and appara- 
tus, from clothes and houses to railways, temples and 
printing-presses? No, it is not the social which is a super- 
ficial category. The view of those is superficial who fail 
to see that in the social the physical is taken up into a 
wider and more complex and delicate system of interac- 
tions so that it takes on new properties by release of poten- 
tialities previously confined because of absence of full 
interaction. 

The same consideration applies to the inclusion within 
the social of the vital or organic. The members of society 
are living human beings with the characteristics of living 
creatures; but as they enter into distinctively human as- 
sociations their strictly organic properties are modified 
and oven transformed. Certain physiological factors of sex, 
of procreation, immaturity and need of care, are assuredly 
implicated in the functions expressed in family life. But 
however great the role of animal lust, there is something 
more in any family association than bare physiological fac- 
tors. The fact of transformation of the purely organic by 
inclusion within the scope of human association is so ob- 
vious-note the significant case of change of cries into 
speech— that it has indeed led to belief in the intrusive 
intervention of unnatural and supernatural factors in order 
to account for the differences between the animal and the 
human. The disjunction between the assertion that the 
human is the merely animal and the assertion that an ex- 
traneous force is obtruded is not, however, exhaustive. 
There remains an alternative which is most fully confirm- 
ed by empirical fact, namely that the difference is ma e 
when new potentialities are actualized, when the range 0! 
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interactions that delimits the organic is taken up into the 
wider and more subtly complex association which forms 
human society. j 

Since traits derived from the physical mode have Been 
admitted into philosophy (materialism in other wo^ds 
is at least grudgingly admitted into philosophic compan- 
ionship) ; and since organic philosophies, framed on the 
pattern of vital phenomena, upon conceptions of species, 
development and purpose, are freely admitted, it seems 
arbitrary, to say the least, to exclude the social from the 
role of a legitimate category. 

That the mental has a recognized claim to serve as a 
category of description and interpretation of natural exist- 
ence is evident in the very existence of idealistic philos- 
ophies. There are those who deny the ability of these the- 
ories to execute their claim, just as there are those who 
deny the capacity of the physical and vital to make good. 
But thought, as well as matter and life, is at least admit- 
ted to rank as a respectable figure in the gallery of cate- 
gories. Now of the mental as of the physical and organic 
it may be said that it operates as an included factor with- 
in social phenomena, since the mental is empirically dis- 
cernible only where association is manifested in the form 
of participation and communication. It would therefore ap- 
pear legitimate to adopt as a hypothesis worthy of being 
tried out, the idea that the ulterior meaning of the mental 
as well as of the physical and vital is revealed in this 
form of associational interaction. The implication is not 
that they have no describable existence outside the social, 
but that in as far as they appear and operate outside of 
that large interaction which forms the social they do not 
reveal that full force and import with which it is the tradi- 
tional business of philosophy to occupy itself. 

It is the historic claim of philosophy that it occupies it- 
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self with the ideal of wholes and the whole. It is submitted 
that either the whole is manifested in concretely empirical 
ways, and in ways consonant with infinite variety, or else 
wholeness is but a dialectical speculation. I do not say 
that the social as we know it is the whole, but I do em- 
phatically suggest that it is the widest and richest mani- 
festation of the whole accessible to our observation. As 
such it is at least the proper point of departure for any 
more imaginative construings of the whole one may wish 
to undertake. And in any case it furnishes the terms in 
which any consistent empirical philosophy must speak. 
Only by whole-hearted adoption of it as a ranking fad 
and idea can empirical philosophy come into its own. 
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